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INTRODUCTION 


THE HUMANISM OF WILLIAM JAMES 
I 

The seven papers brought together in this volume provide an 
introduction to the philosophy of William James The first and 
sixth are on philosophy in them James deals with questions of 
method, sisks what philosophy is and how it should go about its 
job. The remaining five are tn philosophy in them James deals 
with free will, morals, science and religion, his own views in reli- 
gion, and the nature of truth It would be difficult to suggest more 
persistent problems in philosophy. These papers introduce a reader 
to William James They do more than that. Few authors are 
better able to communicate the spirit of humane philosophizing 
These papers therefore provide a valuable introduction to Amencan 
philosophy and, indeed, to philosophy itself To the extent that 
there is a perennial philosophy, concerning itself with man as a 
rational animal, William James, like Plato among the Greeks, 
provides a genial and colorful introduction to many of its problems 
and arguments. 

These papers were written between 1879 and 1907 Darwinism 
was twenty years in the air when James wrote “The Sentiment of 
Rationality,” and the first world war was just seven years around 
the corner when Pragmatism was published These papers, it may 
with some justice be said, express the interests of an alert and sensi- 
tive mind during one of the most critical quarter centuries in 
modem history Darwin and Spencer, Newman and Huxley, 
Arnold and Pater, Tolstoy and Dostoievsky, Ibsen and Zola, Marx 
and Nietzsche formed the climate of opinion within which James’s 
ideas took shape. They were the “elder statesmen ” Jtimes’s 1879 
paper has the character of a manifesto addressed by a younger man 
to the world of their making During the quarter century which 
followed new intellectual leaders arrived, James himself among 
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them. They included Bergson and Poincai^, Butler and Shaw, 
Bradley and Royce, Wells and Chesterton, Santayana and Croce, 
Dewey and Schiller, Belloc and Babbitt, Kipling and Anatole 
France These were his contemporaries. James’s 1907 volume. 
Pragmatism, has the character of a testament addressed to them 
by way of challenge or confirmation 
James was born in 1842 and died m 1910. The story of his life* 
gives the impression that he was unusually alive and interested in 
his world" student, traveler, university lecturer on anatomy, physi- 
ology, and philosophy, public lecturer m England and America, 
Harvard professor, pert de famtlle, and voluminous correspondent. 
The record of these years, in diaries, letters, articles, lectures, books, 
is the record of a man intensely preoccupied with la condition humaine, 
the aspirations and frustrations of rational animals in their compli- 
cated modern world In all of this William James was emphatically 
on the side of humanity against the small but strident army of 
those whom Nietzsche called “the preachers of death.” He would 
defend the sciences against obscurantism, but he was equally ready 
to rebuke the “scientific point of view” if it denied men’s right to 
believe in God, free will, and immortality. He would criticize any 
bovine optimism which made light of human griefs and pains, but 
he set himself equally against any pessimism or cynicism which 
made unlimited capital of those gloomy facts James understood, 
as few academics and intellectucds seem to, what you might call 
the perennially human point of view, and, what is more, he respected 
it When historians of American philosophy speak of the “great 
days” at Harvard, they refer to the years during which James, Royce, 
and Santayana were in residence. Of the three, James had the 

‘The hfe of William James has been made the subject of what is, perhaps, the 
finest and fullest biography of any philosopher in any age — The Thought and Char- 
acter of WtUtam James by Ralph Barton Perry (193s) Not since Plato wrote his 
dialogues on the thought and character of Socrates, has any philosopher sat for so 
penetrating and ample a portrait Professor Perry, like Plato before him, had a 
good subject a philosopher whose first concern was man. The life of William 
James was unusually rich m ideas, associations, activities, and writings of the sort 
that lent gemality and interest to the work of a competent biographer Professor 
Perry has made the most of an excellent assignment The result is a unique caval- 
cade of the life and times of William James. 
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greatest command of popular idiom and the clearest perception 
of the state of mmd that idiom had been formed to express. 

II 

The seven papers in this volume should be taken as a set. The 
first and earliest, “The Sentiment of Rationality,” is an excellent 
introduction to those which follow. It should be read carefully 
and referred back to. It announces a point of view, and exhibits 
a kind of concern, which remamed fixed in James’s later writings. 
This can be seen by condensing its argument as follows, a philosophy 
IS a conception of the world — of the “frame of things.” There are 
many such conceptions Each presents itself as a candidate for 
belief To get accepted a philosophy must generate the sentiment 
of rationality, must incline a person to feel that it is a reasonable 
position to take up If a philosophy cannot generate this sentiment 
of rationality, its prospects are slim. To do this it must satisfy two 
basic classes of human needs theoretic and practical Theoretic 
needs are those we have by reason of the fact that we require to 
know, practical needs are those we have by reason of the fact that 
we must act As human, we have intellects an d wills, the power 
to know and the power to act we have therefore theo retic needs 
and practical needs James then notes"'s^iiieT)Tthc most pressing 
ol these theoretic and practical needs His point is that no philoso- 
phy can hope to generate the sentiment of rationality, can hope to 
get Itself accepted, if it flies in the face of these needs, if it proposes 
a conception of the world in which these needs would be radically 
and ubiquitously frustrated or denied A philosophy, a conception 
of the world, must come to terms with whatever needs define us as 
knowing and acting animals If it fails to do that, it will not gener- 
ate the sentiment of rationality, in which case it will not get itself 
accepted 

The characteristically Jamesian touch here consists in giving 
first place, not to the truth of a philosophy, but to the conditions 
(in us) of Its acceptability. The point is that m the last analysis we, 
not nature, must authorize what we think about nature. James’s 
point IS not that true philosophies generate the sentiment of 
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rationality (it is to be hoped that they do); it is that if philoso- 
phies do not gen^ate the sentiment of rationality, they will not be 
accepted, in which case it would be pointless to raise the question 
of their truth There is little difference, if any, between this in 1879, 
and his famous statement twenty-eight years later in Pragmatism: 
“You can say of (an idea) either that ‘it is useful because it is true’ 
or that ‘it IS true because it is useful ’ Both these phrases mean 
exactly the same thing ” 

This early paper contains another — one might almost say the 
other — characteristically Jamesian claim Among the “practical 
needs’’which a philosophy must provide for if it is to generate the 
sentiment of rationality, is that the capacities which define our 
human nature shall be relevant to, have some point in, the world 
No philosophy can hope for acceptance if it proposes a conception 
of the world in which no provision is made for the defining capaci- 
ties of human nature Now, one such human capacity is for faith, 
the capacity to believe on incomplete evidence and to act on such 
belief Faith is the ability and the willingness to believe and act 
where doubt is still possible A view of the world, therefore, which 
makes no provision for faith will not generate the sentiment of 
rationality. It need not hope to get itself accepted This enables 
James to fend off those whom he later described as “tough-minded,” 
those whose philosophies would either deny a place to faith or would 
legitimate only those acts of faith needed to define their (usually 
the scientific) point of view 

The position set forth in this early paper, and elaborated in 
subsequent papers, could perhaps be called humanism, in contrast 
to naturalism The English philosopher F C S Schiller suggested 
to James that this term be adopted, but James had by that time 
fixed on the term “pragmatism ” The fact that lends propriety to 
the term “humanism” is James’s proposal to deal with philosophies 
by referring them, in the last analysis, not to nature but to human 
nature It is as though, pointing to the facts of human nature, 
James were to say. no philosophy which rejects /Aese can hope to stand 

III 

This notion that human nature has a decisive voice in determin- 
ing the tenability of a philosophy — that a conception of the world 
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must square with the facts of human nature — continues centrsd 
in the remaining papers. This is noticeable m “The Dilemma of 
Determinism ” This paper contains James’s argument for believing 
in man’s free will, for denying that the necessity which some phi- 
losophers ascribe to nature be extended to include human nature. 
His argument is that if you deny free will in man you are faced 
,with a dilemma, that the horns of this dilemma outrage his moral 
sen.se and make nonsense of human nature as he knows it, and that 
therefore he will not make the initial denial which generated the 
dilemma So bald a huinmary docs not indicate the richness and 
perspicacity of the paper In addition to being one of the best 
expressions of James’s humanism, it is one of the best essays to be 
found anywhere in American philosophy on this baffling and 
recurring problem Written just one hundred and thirty years 
after Jonathan Edwards’ famous denial of free will in man, it is 
still the best answer to Edwards’ argument 

In “The Moral Philosopher and the Moral Life” James deals 
with a question which rises naturally enough if you believe in man’s 
free will, namely, how should he use his freedom if he is to do what 
is right and avoid doing what is wrong^ Which ends of action are 
good and which are eviP The argument of this paper is long and 
complicated, but it seems fair to say that its central claim is that 
right and wrong, good and evil are meaningless terms apart from 
the facts of human nature There is no such thing as morality in 
nature For there to be morality, there must be humanity The 
following passages are indicative “How can one physical fact, 
considered simply as a physical fact, be ‘better’ than another^ . . 
Physical facts simply are or are not . Goodness, badness, obliga- 
tion must be realized somewhere and the first step in ethical 
philosophy is to see that no merely inorganic nature of things can 
realize them. Their only habitat can be a mind which feels 
them, and no world composed of merely physical facts can possibly 
be a world to which ethical propositions apply Nothing can 
be good or right except so far as some consciousness feels it to be 
good or thinks it to be right ” No matter what further conclusions 
James may arrive at, he is, by such statements, committed to an 
ethics which consults not nature but human nature for answers to 
its questions It is interesting to note, furthermore, that James’s 
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humanism is, m this paper as elsewhere, the basis for such conces- 
sions as he is willing to make to supernaturalism His humanism is 
primary, his supernaturalism is derivative; naturalism he rules out. 

In “The Will to Believe” James undertakes to defend our right 
to adopt a believing attitude in religious matters even when the 
evidence may be insufficient This is perhaps his best known and 
most widely read paper It came at a time when the religious 
consciousness was hard pressed by the more aggressive representa- 
tives of the nineteenth century’s conception of the “scientific point 
of view”, and seems to have been welcomed as though by defenders 
of a besieged city The right to believe on insufficient evidence, to 
exercise the will to believe, was currently denied and castigated by 
some philosophers speaking in the name of science. They claimed 
that It is a man’s duty not to believe when the evidence is insufficient 
So long as the matter was put m those terms, James had no difficulty 
questions of rights and duties are not scientific questions They are 
ethical questions They are therefore questions which must be 
decided by reference to the facts not of nature but of human nature — 
a point of view whose reference is nature cannot legislate on ques- 
tions which refer to human nature If the will to believe must 
answer to the notions of rights and duties, then no veto can be placed 
on It by science, since it is the business of science to settle what is 
the case, not what ought to be the case The “scientific veto” thus 
ruled out, James proceeds to offer some reasons for the claim that 
we do have a right to adopt a believing attitude in religious matters 
even when the evidence is insufficient He shifts the center of refer- 
ence here from considerations that would appeal to the intellect, 
to emotions that stir the heart, still managing to keep matters 
within the area marked out by the term “human nature ” 

The selection which in this present volume follows “The Will 
to Believe” is chapter XX in James’s book The Varieties of Religious 
Experience It forms a natural sequel to James’s defense of the right 
to believe. Granted such a right, this twentieth chapter sets forth 
what he does believe, and suggests the term “piece-meal super- 
naturalism” to describe the position In James’s explicitly formu- 
lated theology, the characteristic ingredient is the notion of God 
as finite or limited There is evidence here that James’s humanism 
had continued unabated an omnipotent, omniscient, omnipresent 
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Deity would be a standing threat to man’s free will, and would 
also, by human standards, be personally responsible for all of the 
evil in the world. In the last analysis James’s reasons for what he 
believes about God proceed from the facts of human nature, and 
what he believes about God amounts pretty mueh to the claim that 
He is a great but not infinite edition of the sort of thing you find in 
the human self 

The last two papers in this collection are from James’s best known 
work, Pragmatism. The book attempts a full-length defense of his 
insistence that, m the last analysis, philosophical beliefs — answers 
to ultimate questions — must square with the facts of human nature. 
In 1898, James had delivered a lecture at the University of Cali- 
fornia, “Philosophical Conceptions and Practical Results.” His 
Pragmatism elaborates the claim of the title of that California address. 
By practical results he means results which effect practice, ' which 
bear upon or make a difference in or to practice His claim in the 
California lecture was that the tenaliility of philosophical concep- 
tions must be decided by reference to their practical results, their 
results in practice This preserves the humanism of his early paper 
on the sentiment of rationality whether you say that a philosophical 
conception must generate the sentiment of rationality, or must lead, 
in practice, to satisfactory results, you aic still making the human 
your fundamental idea such distinctions as practical or impractical, 
practical or theoretical, do not occur in nature When you raise 
philosophical questions, or questions about philosophy, you must 
consult not nature but human nature for your answers 
A test case, widely cried up by James’s critics, is to be found in 
the question of truth What is truth^ James's Pragmatism addresses 
Itself to that question, and provides an answer along humani'.tic 
lines. Truth (or falsity) is a property of beliefs, judgments, asser- 
tions, ideas. The question is not “what beliefs are true?” but “what 
do we say of a belief when we say that it is truc^” James wants an 
answer to that question in terms of human nature The usual 
answer was in terms of the notion of agreement between a belief 
and its object a belief is “true” means it “agrees” with its obj'ect. 
Sometimes it was said that a belief is true when it “copies” its 
object. But James cannot settle for “agreeing” m the sense of 
“copying,” because, of course, he would be left with a necessary 



XIV 


ESSAYS IN PRAGMATISM 


reference to something, the object, falling outside of the believing 
mind. If you say that a true belief about the moon is one that 
agrees with the moon, in the sense of “copying” the moon, you have 
by implication defined the notion of truth by reference to some- 
thing that falls outside of the self James retains the notion of 
“agrees with” but uses it in the sense in which we say “milk agrees 
with me ” A true idea is one which, in the final analysis, “agrees 
with” the mind which holds it. James speaks of the “successful 
working” of an idea or belief To say that a belief is true is to say 
that it enables the mind which holds it to function properly as a 
mind — as a knowing, acting being This is what the truth of a 
belief is known as, by the mind which holds it 
James borrowed the term “Pragmatism” from his friend Charles 
Peircc, to designate this answer to the question “what is truth^” 
Truth is that property of a belief by virtue of which it “agrees with” 
the mmd that holds it Pragmatism is hence a theory about the 
nature of truth The word is derived from the Greek pragma, mean- 
ing act or deed, and conveys the notion that a true belief is one 
upon which the mind can act, thus answering the question “what 
IS truth’” by reference to facts which fall within the human mind, 
since that is where ideas are and where their successful working 
occurs 

ALBUREY CASTELI. 

University of Minnesota 
June, 1948 
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THE SENTIMENT OF RATIONALITY* 


What is the task which philosophers set themselves to perform; 
and why do they philosophize at all^ Almost every one will imme- 
diately reply. The y desire to attain a conception of the frame of 
things which shall on the whole be more rational than that somew hat 
chaoticviewwhicheveryoneJby_jiature_carriegLahDiit_Math-him 
under his ha t But suppose this rational conception attained, how 
is the philosopher to recognize it for what it is, and not let it slip 
through Ignorance^ The only answer can be that he will recognize 
Its rationality as he recognizes everything else, by certain subie ctive 
marks w ith which it affects him When he gets the marks, he may 
know that he has got the rationality 

What, then, are the marks’* A strong feeling of ease, peace, rest, 
IS one of them The transition from a state of puzzle q nH perplevity 
to rational comprehension is full of lively re lief and pleasure 
But thfs relief seems to be a negative rather than a positive char- 
acter. Shall we then say that the feeling of rationality is constituted 
merely by the absence of any feeling of irrationality? I think there 
are very good grounds for upholding such a view All feeling what- 
ever, in the light of certain recent psychological speculations, seems 
to depend for its physical condition not on simple discharge of nerve- 
currents, but on their discharge under arrest, impediment, or 
resistance. Just as we feel no particular pleasure when we breathe 
freely, but a very intense feeling of distress when the respiratory 
motions are prevented — so any unobstructed tendency to action 
discharges itself without the production of much cogitative accom- 
paniment, and any perfectly fluent course of thought awakens but 
little feeling; but when the movement is inhibited, or when the 
thought meets with difficulties, we experience distress. It is only 
when the distress is upon us that can we be said to strive, to crave, 

•This essay as far as page ii consists of extracts from an article punted in Mtnd 
for July, 1879. Thereafter it is a reprint of an address to the Harvard Philosophical 
Club, delivered in 1880, and published in the Pnneeton Renew, July, 1882 
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or to aspire. When enjoying plenary freedom either in the way of 
motion or of thought, we are in a sort of anaesthetic state in which 
we might say with Walt Whitman, if we cared to say anything 
about ourselves at such times, “I am sufficient as I am ” This 
feeling of the sufficiency of the present moment, of its absolut eness 
— this absence of all need to explain it, account for it. or ju stify 
it — is what 1 call th e Sentiment of Rationality As soon, in short, 
as we are enabled from any cause whatever to think with perfect 
fluency, the thing we think of seems to us pro tanto rational 

Whatever modes of conceiving the cosmos facilitate this fluency, 
produce the sentiment of rationality Conceived in such modes, 
being vouches for itself and needs no further philosophic formula- 
tion. But this fluency may be obtained m various ways, and first 
I will take up the theoretic way 
The facts of the world in their sensible diversity arc always before 
us, but our theoretic need is that they should be conceived in a way 
that reduces their manifoldness to simplicity Our pleasure at 
finding that a chaos of facts is the expression of a single underlying 
fact is like the relief of the musician at resolving a confused mass of 
sound into melodic or harmonic order The simplified lesult is 
handled with far less mental effort than the original data, and a 
philosophic conception of nature is thus in no metaphorical sense a 
labor-saving contrivance The passion for parsimony, for economy 
of means in thought, is the philosophic passion par excellence; and 
any character or aspect of the world’s phenomena which gathers 
up their diversity into monotony will gratify that passion, and in 
the philosopher’s mind stand for that essence of things compared 
with which all their other determinations may by him be overlooked 
More universality or extensiveness is, then, one mark which the 
philosopher’s conceptions must posse.ss Unless they apply to an 
enormous numlier of cases they will not bring him relief. The 
knowledge of things by their causes, which is often given as a defini- 
tion of rational knowledge, is useless to him unless the causes con- 
verge to a minimum number, while still producing the maximum 
number of effects The more multiple then are the instances, the 
more flowmgly does his mind rove from fact to fact The phenom- 
enal transitions are no real transitions, each item is the same old 
friend with a slightly altered dress. 
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Who does not feel the charm of thinking that the moon and the 
apple are, as far as their relation to the earth goes, identical; of 
knowing respiration and combustion to be one; of understanding 
that the balloon rises by the same law whereby the stone sinks; of 
feeling that the warmth in one’s palm when one rubs one’s sleeve 
is identical with the motion which the friction checks; of recognizing 
the difference between beast and fish to be only a higher degree of 
that between human father and son; of believing our strength when 
we climb the mountain or fell the tree to be no other than the 
strength of the sun’s rays which made the corn grow out of which 
we got our morning meal? 


But alongside of this passion for simplification there exists a 
sister passion, which in some minds — though they perhaps form 
the minority — is its rival This is the passion for distinguishing, 
it is the impulse to be acquainted with the parts rather than to com- 
prehend the whole Loyalty to clearness and integrity of percep- 
tion, dislike of blurred outlines, of vague identifications, are itsj 
characteristics It loves to recognize particulars in their fuU com- 
pleteness, and the more of these it can carry, the happier it is. It 
prefers any amount of incoherence, abruptness, and fragmentariness 
(so long as the literal details of the separate facts are saved) to an 
abstract way of conceiving things that, while it simplifies them, 
dissolves away at the same time their concrete fulness Clearness 
and simplicity thus set up rival claims, and make a real dilemma 
for the thinker 

A man’s philosophic attitude is determined by the balance in 
him of these two cravings No system of philosophy can hope to 
be universally accepted among men which grossly violates either 
need, or entirely subordinates the one to the other The fate of 
Spinoza, with his barren union of all things in one substance, on 
the one hand, that of Hume, with his equally barren “looseness 
and separateness” of everything, on the other — neither philoso- 
pher owning any strict and systematic disciples today, each being 
to posterity a warning as well as a stimulus — show us that the only 
possible philosophy must be a compromise between an abstract 
monotony and a concrete heterogeneity. But the only way to medi- 
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ate between diversity and unity is to class the diverse items as cases 
of 'a common essence which you discover in them Classification 
of things into extensive “kinds” is thus the first step; and classifi- 
cation of their relations and conduct into extensive “laws” is the 
last step, in their philosophic unification A completed theoretic 
philosophy can thus never be anything more than a completed 
classification of the world’s ingredients, and Us results must always 
be abstract, since the basis of every classification is the abstract 
essence embedded in the living fact — the rest of the living fact 
being for the time ignored by the classifier This means that none 
of our explanations are complete They subsume things under 
heads wider or more familiar, but the last heads, whether of things 
or of their connections, are mere abstract genera, data which we 
just find in things and write down J 

When, for example, we think that we have rationally explained 
the connection of the facts A and B by classing both under their 
common attribute x, it is obvious that wc have really explained 
only so much of these items as ts x To explain the connection of 
choke-damp and suffocation by the lack of oxygen is to leave 
untouched all the other pcculianties both of choke-damp and of 
suffocation — such as convulsions and agony on the one hand, 
density and explosibility on the other In a word, so far as A anti 
B contain I, m, n, and o, p, q, respectively, in addition to x, they are 
not explained by x Each additional particularity makes its dis- 
junct appeal A single explanation of a fact only explains it fiom a 
single point of view The entire fact is not accounted for until each 
and all of its characters have been classed with their likes elsewhere 
To apply this now to the case of the universe, we see that the expla- 
nation of the world by molecular movements explains it only so 
far as it actually is such movements To invoke the “Unknowable” 
explains only so much as is unknowable, “Thought” only so much as 
IS thought, “God” only so much as is God Which thought^ Which 
God^ — are questions that have to be answered by bringing in again 
the residual data from which the general term was abstracted All 
those data that cannot be analytically identified with the attri- 
bute invoked as universal principle, remain as independent kinds or 
natures, associated empirically with the said attribute but devoid 
of rational kinship with it 
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Hence the unsatisfactoriness of all our speculations On the one 
hand, so far as they retain any multiplicity in their terms, they fail 
to get us out of the empirical sand-heap world; on the other, so far 
as they eliminate multiplicity, the practical man despises their empty 
barrenness The most they can say is that the elements of the world 
are such and such, and that each is identical with itself wherever 
found, but the question Where is it found’’ the practical man is left 
to answer by his own wit Which, of all the essences, shall here and 
now be held the essence of this concrete thing, the fundamental 
philosophy never^attempts to decide We are thus led to the con- 
< lusion that the simple classification of things is, on the one hand, 
the best possible theoretic philosophy, but is, on the other, a most 
miserable and inadequate substitute for the fulness of the truth 
It is a monstrous afiridgment of life, which, like all abridgments, 
is got by the absolute loss and casting out of real matter This is 
why so few human beings truly care for philosophy The particular 
determinations which she ignores are the real matter exciting needs, 
quite as potent and authoritative as hers What does the moral 
enthusiast care for philosophical ethics? Why does the Mstheiik of 
every German philosopher appear to the artist an abomination of 
desolation^ 


Grau, teurer Freund, ist alle Theorie 
Und grun des Leliens goldner Baum 

The entire man, who feels all needs by turns, will take nothing 
as an equivalent for life but the fulness of living itself Since the 
essences of things are as a matter of fact disseminated through the 
whole extent of time and space, it is in their spread-outness and 
alternation that he will enjoy them. When weary of the concrete 
I lash and dust and pettiness, he will refresh himself by a bath in 
the eternal springs, or fortify himself by a look at the immutable 
natures But he will only be a visitor, not a dweller, in the region, 
he will never carry the philosophic yoke upon his shoulders, and 
when tired of the gray monotony of her problems and insipid 
spaciousness of her results, will always escape gleefully into the 
teeming and dramatic richness of the concrete world 
So our study turns back here to its beginning. Every way of 
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classifying a thing is but a way of handling it for some particular 
purpose Conceptions, “kinds,” are teleological instruments. No 
abstract concept can be a valid substitute for a concrete reality 
except with reference to a particular interest in the conceiver The 
interest of theoretic rationality, the relief of identification, is but 
one of a thousand human purposes. When others rear their heads, 
it must pack up its little bundle and retire till its turn recurs The 
exaggerated dignity and value that philosophers have claimed for 
their solutions is thus greatly reduced The only virtue their theo- 
retic conception need have is simplicity, and a simple conception 
is an equivalent for the world only so far as the world is simple — 
the world meanwhile, whatever simplicity it may harbor, being 
also a mightily complex affair Enough simplicity remains, how- 
ever, and enough urgency in our craving to reach it, to make the 
theoretic function one of the most invincible of human impulses 
The quest of the fewest elements of things is an ideal that some 
will follow, as long as there are men to think at all 


But suppose the goal attained Suppose that at last we have a 
system unified in the sense that has been explained Our world 
can now be conceived simply, and our mind enjoys the relief. Our 
universal concept has made the concrete chaos rational But now 
I ask. Can that which is the ground of rationality in all else be 
Itself properly called rational’’ It would seem at first sight that it 
might One is tempted at any rale to say that, since the craving 
for rationality is appca.scd by the identification of one thing with 
another, a datum which left nothing else outstanding might quench 
that craving definitively, or be rational in se No otherness being 
left to annoy us, we should sit down at peace In other words, as 
the theoretic tranquillity of the boor icsults from his spinning no 
further considerations about his chaotic universe, so any datum 
whatever (provided it were simple, clear, and ultimate) ought to 
banish puzzle from the universe of the philosopher and confer 
peace, inasmuch as there would then be for him absolutely no 
further considerations to spin 

This in fact is what some persons think. Professor Bain says — 
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A difficulty is solved, a mystery unriddled, when it can be 
shown to resemble something else; to be an example of a fact already- 
known Mystery is isolation, exception, or it may be apparent 
I contradiction, the resolution of the mystery is found in assimilation, 
identity, fraternity. When all things are assimilated, so far as 
assimilation can go, so far as likeness holds, there is an end to expla- 
nation, there is an end to what the mind can do, or can intelligently 
desire. . The path of science as exhibited in modern ages is 
toward generality, wider and wider, until we reach the highest, 
the widest laws of every department of things, there explanation 
IS finished, mystery ends, perfect vision is gamed. 

But, unfortunately, this first answer will not hold Our mind is 
so wedded to the process of seeing an other beside every item of its 
experience, that when the notion of an absolute datum is presented 
to it, it goes through its usual procedure and remains pointing at the 
void beyond, as if in that lay further matter for contemplation. In 
short, it spins for itself the further positive consideration of a nonen- 
tity enveloping the being of its datum, and as that leads nowhere, 
back recoils the thought toward its datum again But there is no 
natural bridge lietween nonentity and this particular datum, and 
the thought stands oscillating to and fro, wondering “Why was 
there anything but nonentity, why just this universal datum and 
not another^” and finds no end, in wandering mazes lost Indeed, 
Bain’s words are so untrue that in reflecting men it is just when the 
attempt to fuse the manifold into a .single totality has been most 
successful, when the conception of the universe as a unique fact is 
nearest its perfection, that the craving for further explanation, the 
ontological wonder-sickness, arises in its extremest form. As Scho- 
penhauer says, “The uneasiness which keeps the never-resting clock 
of metaphysics in motion, is the consciousness that the non-existence 
of this world is j'ust as possible as its existence ’’ 

The notion of nonentity may thus be called the parent of the 
philosophic craving in its subtilest and profoundest sense. Absolute 
existence is absolute mystery, for its relations with the nothing 
remain unmediated to our understanding One philosopher only 
has pretended to throw a logical bridge over this chasm Hegel, 
by trying to show that nonentity and concrete being are linked 
together by a series of identities of a synthetic kind, binds every- 
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thing conceivable into a unity, with no outlying notion to disturb 
the free rotary circulation of the mind within its bounds. Since such 
unchecked movement gives the feeling of rationality, he must be 
held, if he has succeeded, to have eternally and absolutely quenched 
all rational demands 

But for those who deem Hegel’s heroic effort to have failed, nought 
remains but to confess that when all things have been unified to the 
supreme degree, the notion of a possible other than the actual may 
still haunt our imagination and prey upon our system. The bottom 
of being is left logically opaque to us, as something which we simply 
come upon and find, and about which (if we wish to act) we should 
pause and wonder as little as possible. The philosopher’s logical 
tranquillity is thus in essence no other than the boor’s They differ 
only as to the point at which each refuses to let further considera- 
tions upset the absoluteness of the data he assumes The boor does 
so immediately, and is liable at any moment to the ravages of many 
kinds of doubt The philosopher does not do so till unity has been 
reached, and is warranted against the inroads of those considera- 
tions, but only practically, not essentially, secure from the blighting 
breath of the ultimate Why^ If he cannot exorcize this question, 
he must ignore or blink it, and, assuming the data of his system as 
something given, and the gift as ultimate, simply proceed to a life 
of contemplation or of action btised on it There is no doubt that 
this acting on an opaque necessity is accompanied by a certain 
pleasure See the reverence of Carlyle for brute fact “There is an 
infinite significance in fact ” “Necessity,” says Duhring, and he 
means not rational but given necessity, “is the last and highest 
point that we can reach It is not only the interest of ultimate 
and definitive knowledge, but also that of the feelings, to find a 
last repose and an ideal equilibrium in an uttermost datum which 
can simply not be other than it is ” 

Such is the attitude of ordinary men in their theism, God’s fiat 
being in physics and morals such an uttermost datum Such also 
is the attitude of all hard-minded analysts and Verstandesmenschen. 
Lotze, Renouvier, and Hodgson promptly say that of experience 
as a whole no account can be given, but neither seek to soften the 
abruptness of the confession nor to reconcile us with our impotence. 
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But mediating attempts may be made by more mystical minds. 
The peace of rationality may be sought through ecstasy when logic 
fails To religious persons of every shade of doctrine moments come 
when the world, as it is, seems so divinely orderly, and the accept- 
ance of it by the heart so rapturously complete, that intellectual 
questions vanish; nay, the intellect itself is hushed to sleep — as 
Wordsworth says, “thought is not, in enjoyment it expires ” Onto- 
logical emotion so fills the soul that ontological speculation can no 
longer overlap it and put her girdle of interrogation-marks round 
existence. Even the least religious of men must have felt with Walt 
Whitman, when loafing on the grass on some transparent summer 
morning, that “swiftly arose and spread round him the peace and 
knowledge that pass all the argument of the earth ” At such 
moments of energetic living we feel as if there were something 
diseased and contemptible, yea vile, in theoretic grubbing and 
brooding In the eye of healthy sense the philosopher is at best a 
learned fool 

Since the heart can thus wall out the ultimate irrationality which 
the head ascertains, the erection of its procedure into a systematized 
method would be a philosophic achievement of fiist-rate importance 
But as used by mystics hitherto it has lacked universality, being 
available for few persons and at few times, and even in these being 
apt to be followed by fits of reaction and dryness, and if men should 
agree that the mystical method is a subterfuge without logical perti- 
nency, a plaster but no cure, and that the idea of nonentity can 
never be exorcised, empiricism will be the ultimate philosophy. 
Existence then will be a brute fact to which as a whole the emotion 
of ontologic wonder shall rightfully cleave, but remain eternally 
unsatisfied Then wonderfulness or mysteriousness will be an essen- 
tial attribute of the nature of things, and the exhibition and empha- 
sizing of It will continue to be an ingredient in the philosophic 
industry of the race. Every generation will produce its Job, its 
Hamlet, its Faust, or its Sartor Resartus 


With this we seem to have considered the possibilities of purely 
theoretic rationality. But we saw at the outset that rationality 
meant only unimpeded mental function. Impediments that arise 
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in the theoretic sphere might perhaps be avoided if the stream of 
mental action should leave that sphere betimes and pass into the 
practical. Let us therefore inquire what constitutes the feeling of 
rationality in its practical aspect. If thought is not to stand forever 
pointing at the universe in wonder, if its movement is to be diverted 
from the issueless channel of purely theoretic contemplation, let us 
ask what conception of the universe will awaken active impulses 
capable of effecting this diversion. A definition of the world which 
will give back to the mind the free motion which has been blocked 
in the purely contemplative path may so far make the world seem 
rational again. 

Well, of two conceptions equally fit to satisfy the logical demand, 
that one which awakens the active impulses, or satisfies other 
aesthetic demands better than the other, will be accounted the 
more rational conception, and will deservedly prevail 

There is nothing improbable in the supposition that an analysis 
of the world may yield a number of formulae, all consistent with 
the facts In physical science different formulae may explain the 
phenomena equally well — the one-fluid and the two-fluid theories 
of electricity, for example. Why may it not be so with the world? 
Why may there not be different points of view for surveying it, 
within each of which all data harmonize, and which the observer 
may therefore either choose between, or simply cumulate one upon 
another^ A Beethoven string-quartet is truly, as some one has said, 
a scraping of horses’ tails on cats’ bowels, and may be exhaustively 
described in such terms, but the application of this description in 
no way precludes the simultaneous applicability of an entirely 
different description Just so a thorough-going interpretation of 
the world m terms of mechanicsd sequence is compatible with its 
being interpreted teleologically, for the mechanism itself may be 
designed 

If, then, there were several systems excogitated, equally satisfying 
to our purely logical needs, they would still have to be passed in 
review, and approved or rejected by our aesthetic and practical 
nature. Can we define the tests of rationality which these parts of 
our nature would use^ 
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Philosophers long ago observed the remarkable fact that mere 
fa miliar ity with things is able to produce a feeling of their ration- 
ality. The empiricist school has been so much struck by this circum- 
stance as to have laid it down that the feeling of rationality and the 
feeling of familiarity are one and the same thing, and that no other 
kind of rationality than this exists. The daily contemplation of 
phenomena juxtaposed in a certain order begets an acceptance of 
their connection, as absolute m the repose engendered by theoretic 
insight into their coherence. To explain a thing is to pass easily 
back to its antecedents; to know it is easily to foresee its consequents. 
Custom, which lets us do both, is thus the source of whatever ration- 
ality the thing may gain in our thought. 

In the broad sense in which rationality was defined at the outset 
of this essay, it is perfectly apparent that custom must be one of its 
factors. We said that any perfectly fluent and easy thought was 
devoid of the sentiment of irrationality Inasmuch then as custom 
acquaints us with all the relations of a thing, it teaches us to pass 
fluently from that thing to others, and pro tanto tinges it with the 
rational character. 

Now, there is one particular relation of greater practical impor- 
tance than all the rest — I mean the relation of a thing to its future 
consequences So long as an object is unusual, our expectations 
are baffled; they are fully determmed as soon as it becomes familiar. 
I therefore propose this as the first practical requisite which a philo- 
sophic conception must satisfy: It must, m a general way at least, banish 
uncertainty from the future The permanent presence of the sense of 
futurity in the mind has been strangely ignored by most writers, 
but the fact is that our consciousness at a given moment is never 
free from the ingredient of expectancy. Every one knows how when 
a painful thing has to be undergone in the near future, the vague 
feeling that it is impending penetrates all our thought with uneasi- 
ness and subdy vitiates our mood even when it does not control our 
attention; it keeps us from being at rest, at home in the given present. 
The same is true when a great happiness awaits us But when the 
future is neutral and perfectly certain, “we do not mind it,” as we 
say, but give an undisturbed attention to the actual. Let now this 
haunting sense of futurity be thrown off its bearings or left without 
an object, and immediately uneasiness takes possession of the mind. 
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But in every novel or unclassified experience this is just what occurs; 
we do not know what will come next; and novelty per se becomes a 
mental irritant, while custom per se is a mental sedative, merely 
because the one baffles while the other settles our expectations. 

Every reader must feel the truth of this. What is meant by coming 
“to feel at home” in a new place, or with new people? It is simply 
that, at first, when we take up our quarters in a new room, we do 
not know what draughts may blow in upon our back, what doors 
may open, what forms may enter, what interesting objects may be 
found m cupboards and corners When after a few days we have 
learned the range of all these possibilities, the feeling of strangeness 
disappears And so it does with people, when we have got past the 
point of expecting any essentially new manifestations from their 
character 

The utility of this emotional effect of expectation is perfectly 
obvious; “natural selection,” in fact, was bound to bring it about 
sooner or later. It is of the utmost practical importance to an 
animal that he should have prevision of the qualities of the objects 
that surround him, and especially that he should not come to rest 
in presence of circumstances that might be fraught either with peril 
or advantage — go to sleep, for example, on the brink of precipices, 
in the dens of enemies, or view with indifference some new-appearing 
object that might, if chased, prove an important addition to the 
larder Novelty ought to irritate him. All curiosity has thus a prac- 
tical genesis We need only look at the physiognomy of a dog or a 
horse when a new object comes into his view, his mingled fascination 
and fear, to see that the element of conscious insecurity or perplexed 
expectation lies at the root of his emotion. A dog’s curiosity about 
the movements of his master or a strange object only extends as 
far as the point of deciding what is going to happen next. That 
settled, curiosity is quenched The dog quoted by Darwin, whose 
behavior in presence of a newspaper moved by the wind seemed to 

( testify to a sense “of the supernatural,” was merely exhibiting the 
irritation of an uncertain future. A newspaper which could move 
spontaneously was in itself so unexpected that the poor brute could 
not tell what new wonders the next moment might bring forth. 

To turn back now to philosophy An ulumate datum, even 
though it be logicsdly unrationalized, will, if its quality is such as 
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to define expectancy, be peacefully accepted by the mind; while 
if it leave the least opportunity for ambiguity in the future, it will 
to that extent cause mental uneasiness if not distress. Now, in the 
ultimate explanations of the universe which the craving for ration- 
ality has elicited from the human mind, the demands of expectancy 
to be satisfied have always played a fundamental part. The term 
set up by philosophers as primordial has been one which banishes 
the incalculable. “Substance,” for example, means, as Kant says, 
das Beharrliche, which will be as it has been, because its being is 
essential and eternal And although we may not be able to prophesy 
m detail the future phenomena to which the substance shall give 
rise, we may set our minds at rest in a general way, when we have 
called the substance God, PerJecUon, Love, or Reason, by the refiection 
that whatever is in store for us can never at bottom be inconsistent 
with the character of this term; so that our attitude even toward 
the unexpected is in a general sense defined. Take again the notion 
of immortality, which for common people seems to be the touch- 
stone of every philosophic or religious creed- what is this but a way 
of saying that the determination of expectancy is the essential factor 
of rationality? The wrath of science against miracles, of certain 
philosophers against the doctrine of free will, has precisely the same 
root — dislike to admit any ultimate factor in things which may 
rout our prevision or upset the stability of our outlook. 

Anti-substantialist writers strangely overlook this function in the 
doctrine of substance; “If there be such a substratum," says Mill, 
“suppose it at this instant miraculously annihilated, and let the 
sensations continue to occur in the same order, and how would 
the substratum be missed? By what signs should we be able to dis- 
cover that its existence had terminated? Should we not have as 
much reason to believe that it still existed as we now have? And 
if we should not then be warranted in believing it, how can we be 
so now?” Truly enough, if we have already securely bagged our 
facts in a certain order, we can dispense with any further warrant 
for that order. But with regard to the facts yet to come the case 
is far different. It does not follow that if substance may be dropped 
from our conception of the irrecoverably past, it need be an equally 
empty complication to our notions of the future. Even if it were 
true that, for aught we know to the contrary, the substance might 
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develop at any moment a wholly new set of attributes, the mere 
logical form of referring things to a substance would still (whether 
rightly or wrongly) remain accompanied by a feeling of rest and 
future confidence. In spite of the acutest nihilistic criticism, men 
will therefore always have a liking for any philosophy which explains 
things per substanham. 

A very natural reaction against the theosophizing conceit and 
hide-bound confidence in the upshot of things, which vulgarly 
optimistic minds display, has formed one factor of the scepticism 
of empiricists, who never cease to remind us of the reservoir of 
possibilities alien to our habitual experience which the cosmos may 
contain, and which, for any warrant we have to the contrary, may 
turn it inside out tomorrow. Agnostic substantialism like that of 
Mr. Spencer, whose “Unknowable” is not merely the unfathomable 
but the absolute-irrational, on which, if consistently represented in 
thought, it is of course impossible to count, performs the same 
function of rebuking a certain stagnancy and smugness in the man- 
ner in which the ordinary philistine feels his security. But consid- 
ered as anything else than as reactions against an opposite excess, 
these philosophies of uncertainty cannot be acceptable; the general 
mind will fail to come to rest in their presence, and will seek for 
solutions of a more reassuring kmd 

We may then, I think, with perfect confidence lay down as a 
first point gained in our inquiry, that a prime factor in the philo- 
sophic craving is the desire to have expectancy defined; and that 
no philosophy will definitively triumph which in an emphatic 
manner denies the possibility of gratifying this need. 


We pass with this to the next great division of our topic It is 
not sufficient for our satisfaction merely to know the future as deter- 
mined, for it may be determined in either of many ways, agreeable 
or disagreeable. For a philosophy to succeed on a universal scale 
it must define the future congruously with our spontaneous powers. A 
philosophy may be unimpeachable in other respects, but either of 
two defects will be fatal to its universal acceptance. First, its ulti- 

I mate principle must not be one that essentially baffles and disap- 
points our desurest desires and most cherished powers. A pessimistic 
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principle like Schopenhauer’s incurably vicious “Will-substance,” 
or Hartmann’s wicked jack-of-all-trades, “the Unconscious,” will 
perpetually call forth essays at other philosophies. Incompatibility 
of the future with their desires and active tendencies is, in fact, to 
most men a source of more fixed disquietude than uncertainty 
itself. Witness the attempts to overcome the “problem of evil,” 
the “mystery of pain.” There is no “problem of good.” 

But a second and worse defect m a philosophy than that of contra- 
dicting our active propensities is to give them no object whatever 
to press against A philosophy whose principle is so incommensurate 
with our most intimate powers as to deny them all relevancy in 
universal affairs, as to annihilate their motives at one blow, will be 
even more unpopular than pessimism Better face the enemy than 
the eternal Void ! This is why materialism will always fail of uni- 
versal adoption, however well it may fuse things into an atomistic 
unity, however clearly it may prophesy the future eternity. For 
materialism denies reality to the objects of almost all the impulses 
which we most cherish. The real meaning of the impulses, it says, 
is something which has no emotional interest for us whatever. 
Now, what IS called “extradition” is quite as characteristic of our 
emotions as of our senses- both point to an object as the cause of 
the present feeling What an intensely objective reference lies in 
fear ' In like manner an enraptured man and a dreary-feeling man 
are not simply aware of their subjective states; if they were, the 
force of their feelings would all evaporate Both believe there is 
outward cause why they should feel as they do- either, “It is a glad 
world ! how good life is !” or, “What a loathsome tedium is exist- 
ence !” Any philosophy which annihilates the validity of the refer- 
ence by explaining away its objects or translating them into terms 
of no emotional pertinency, leaves the mind with little to care or 
act for. This is the opposite condition from that of nightmare, but 
when acutely brought home to consciousness it produces a kindred 
horror. In nightmare we have motives to act, but no power; here 
we have powers, but no motives. A nameless Unhemltchheit comes 
over us at the thought of there being nothing eternal in our final 
purposes, in the objects ‘of those loves and aspirations which-are 
our deepest energies. The monstrously lopsided equation of the 
universe and its knower, which we postulate as the ideal of cognition, 



18 


ESSAYS IN PEAOMATISU 


is perfectly paralleled by the no less lopsided equation of the uni- 
verse and the doer. We demand in it a character for which our 
emotions and active propensities shall be a match. Small as we 
are, minute as is the point by which the cosmos impinges upon each 
one of us, each one desires to feel that his reaction at that point is 
congruous with the demands of the vast whole — that he balances 
the latter, so to speak, and is able to do what it expects of him. But 
as his abilities to do he wholly in the line of his natural propensities; 
as he enjoys reacting with such emotions as fortitude, hope, rapture, 
admiration, earnestness, and the like; and as he very unwillingly 
reacts vdth fear, disgust, despair, or doubt — a philosophy which 
should only legitimate emotions of the latter sort would be sure to 
leave the mind a prey to discontent and craving. 

It is far too little recognized how entirely the intellect is built up of 
practical interests. The theory of evolution is beginning to do very 
good service by its reduction of all mentality to the type of reflex 
action. Cognition, in this view, is but a fleeting moment, a cross- 
section at a certain point, of what in its totality is a motor phenom- 
enon. In the lower forms of life no one will pretend that cognition 
is anything more than a guide to appropriate action. The germinal 
question concerning things brought for the first time before con- 
sciousness is not the theoretic “What is that^” but the practical 
“Who goes there?” or rather, as Horwicz has admirably put it, 
“What is to be done^” — “ fVas Jang' tch an?" In all our discussions 
about the intelligence of lower animals, the only test we use is that 
of their acting as if for a purpose Cognition, in short, is incomplete 
until discharged in act; and although it is true that the later mental 
development, which attains its maximum through the hypertrophied 
cerebrum of man, gives birth to a vast amount of theoretic activity 
over and above that which is immediately ministerial to practice, 
yet the earlier claim is only postponed, not effaced, and the active 
nature asserts its rights to the end. 

When the cosmos in its totality is the object offered to conscious- 
ness, the relation is in no whit altered. React on it we must in some 
congenial way. It was a deep instinct in Schopenhauer which led 
him to reinforce his pessimistic argumentation by a running volley 
of invective against the practical man and his requirements. No 
hope for pessimism unless he is slain! 
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Helmholtz’s immortal works on the eye and ear are to a great 
extent little more than a commentary on the law that practical 
utility wholly determines which parts of our sensations we shall be 
aware of, and which parts we shall ignore. We notice or discrimi- 
nate an ingredient of sense only so far as we depend upon it to 
modify our actions. We comprehend a thing when we synthetize it 
by identity with another thing. But the other great department of 
our understanding, acquaintance (the two departments being recog- 
nized in all languages by the antithesis of such words as wissen and 
kennen; sctre and noscere, etc.), what is that also but a synthesis — a 
synthesis of a passive perception with a certain tendency to reac- 
tion? We are acquainted with a thing as soon as we have learned 
how to behave towards it, or how to meet the behavior which we 
expect from it. Up to that point it is still “strange” to us. 

If there be anything at all in this view, it follows that however 
vaguely a philosopher may define the ultimate universal datum, 
he cannot be said to leave it unknown to us so long as he in the slight- 
est degree pretends that our emotional or active attitude toward it 
should be of one sort rather than another. He who says “life is real, 
life is earnest,” however much he may speak of the fundamental 
mysteriousness of things, gives a distinct definition to that mysteri- 
ousness by ascribing to it the right to claim from us the particular 
mood called seriousness — which means the willingness to live with 
energy, though energy bring pain The same is true of him who 
says that all is vanity. For indefinable as the predicate “vanity” 
may be in se, it is clearly something that permits anaesthesia, mere 
escape from suffering,^to be our rule of life. There can be no greater 
incongruity than for a disciple of Spencer to proclaim with one 
breath that the substance of things is unknowable, and with the 
next that the thought of it should inspire us with awe, reverence, 
and a willingness to add our co-operative push in the direction 
toward which its manifestations seem to be drifting. The unknow- 
able may be unfathomed, but if it make such distinct demands 
upon our activity we surely are not ignorant of its essential quality. 


If we survey the field of history and ask what feature all great 
periods of revival, of expansion of the htiman mind, display in 
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common, we shall find, I think, simply this: that each and all of 
them have said to the human being, “The inmost nature of the 
reality is congenial to powers which you possess.” In what did the 
emancipating message of primitive Christianity consist but in the 
announcement that God recognizes those weak and tender impulses 
which paganism had so rudely overlooked? Take repentance: the 
man who can do nothing rightly can at least repent of his failures. 
But for paganism this faculty of repentance was a pure supernumer- 
ary, a straggler too late for the fair Christianity took it, and made 
it the one power within us which appealed straight to the heart of 
God And after the night of the middle ages had so long branded 
with obloquy even the generous impulses of the flesh, and defined 
the reality to be such that only slavish natures could commune 
with it, in what did the sursum corda of the platonizing renaissance 
lie but in the proclamation that the archetype of verity in things 
laid claim on the widest activity of our whole aesthetic being? 
What were Luther’s mission and Wesley’s but appeals to powers 
which even the meanest of men might carry with them — faith and 
self-despair — but which were personal, requiring no priestly inter- 
mediation, and which brought their owner face to face with God? 
What caused the wildfire influence of Rousseau but the assurance 
he gave that man’s nature was in harmony with the nature of things, 
if only the paralyzing corruptions of custom would stand from 
between? How did Kant and Fichte, Goethe and Schiller, inspire 
their time with cheer, except by saying, "Use all your powers; that 
is the only obedience the univeree exacts?” And Carlyle with his 
gospel of work, of fact, of veracity, how does he move us except by 
saying that the universe imposes no tasks upon us but such as the 
most humble can perform? Emerson’s creed that everything that 
ever was or will be is here in the enveloping now, that man has but 
to obey himself — “He who will rest in what he ts, is a part of des- 
tiny” — is in like manner nothing but an exorcism of all scepticism 
as to the pertinency of one’s natural faculties. 

In a word, “Son of Man, stand upon thy feet and I will speak unto 
thee!” is the only revelation of truth to which the solving epochs 
have helped the disciple. But that has been enough to satisfy the 
greater part of his rational need. In se and per se the universal essence 
has hardly been more defined by any of these formulas than by the 
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agnostic x, but the meie assurance that my powers, such as they 
are, are not irrelevant to it, but pertinent; that it speaks to them 
and will in some way recognize their reply; that I can be a match 
for it if I will, and not a footless waif — suffices to make it rational 
to my feeling in the sense given above. Nothing could be more 
absurd than to hope for the definitive triumph of any philosophy 
which should refuse to legitimate, and to legitimate in an emphatic 
manner, the more powerful of our emotional and practical tenden- 
cies. Fatalism, whose solving word in all crises of behavior is “all 
striving is vain,” will never reign supreme, for the impulse to take 
life strivingly is indestructible in the race. Moral creeds which 
speak to that impulse will be widely successful in spite of inconsist- 
ency, vagueness, and shadowy determination of expectancy. Man 
needs a rule for his will, and will invent one if one be not given him. 


But now observe a most important consequence. Men’s active 
impulses are so differently mixed that a philosophy fit in this respect 
for Bismarck will almost certainly be unfit for a valetudinarian poet. 
In other words, although one can lay down in advance the rule 
that a philosophy which utterly denies all fundamental ground for 
seriousness, for effort, for hope, which says the nature of things is 
radically alien to human nature, can never succeed — one cannot 
in advance say what particular dose of hope, or of gnosticism of the 
nature of things, the definitely successful philosophy shall contain. 
In short, it is almost certain that personal temperament will here 
make itself felt, and that although all men will insist on being spoken 
to by the universe in some way, few will insist on being spoken to 
in just the same way. We have here, in short, the sphere of what 
Matthew Arnold likes to call Aberglaube, legitimate, inexpugnable, 
yet doomed to eternal variations and disputes 
Take idealism and materialism as examples of what I mean, and 
suppose for a moment that both give a conception of equal theoretic 
clearness and consistency, and that both determine our expectations 
equally well. Idealism will be chosen by a man of one emotional 
constitution, materialvim by another At this very day all senti- 
mental natures, fond of conciliation and intimacy, tend to an ideal- 
istic faith. Why? Because idealism gives to the nature of things 
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such kinship with our personal selves. Our own thoughts are what 
we are most at home with, what we are least afraid of. To say then 
that the universe essentially is thought, is to say that I myself, poten* 
dally at least, am all. There is no radically alien corner, but an 
all-pervading intimacy. Now, in certain sensitively egotistic minds 
this conception of reality is sure to put on a narrow, close, sick-room 
air. Everything sendmental and priggish will be consecrated by 
it. That element in reality which every strong man of common- 
sense willingly feels there because it calls forth powers that he 
owns — the rough, harsh, sea-wave, north-wind element, the 
denier of persons, the democratizer — is banished because it jars 
too much on the desire for communion. Now, it is the very enjoy- 
ment of this element that throws many men upon the materialistic 
or agnostic hypothesis, as a polemic reaction against the contrary 
extreme. They sicken at a life wholly constituted of intimacy. 
There is an over-powering desire at moments to escape personality, 
to revel in the action of forces that have no respect for our ego, to 
let the tides flow, even though they flow over us The strife of these 
two kinds of mental temper will, I think, always be seen in philoso- 
phy. Some men will keep insisting on the reason, the atonement, 
that lies in the heart of things, and that we can act with; others, on 
the opacity of brute fact that we must react against. 


Now, there is one element of our active nature which the Chris- 
tian religion has emphatically recognized, but which philosophers 
as a rule have with great insincerity tried to huddle out of sight in 
their pretension to found systems of absolute certainty. I mean 
the element of faith. Faith means belief in something concerning 
which doubt is still theoretically possible; and as the test of belief 
is willingness to act, one may say that faith is the readiness to act 
in a cause the prosperous issue of which is not certifled to us in 
advance. It is in fact the same moral quality which we call courage 
in practical affairs; and there will be a very widespread tendency 
in men of vigorous nature to enjoy a certain amount of uncertainty 
in their philosophic creed, just as risk lends a zest to worldly activity. 
Absolutely certified phUosophies seeking the inconcussum are fruits 
of mental natures in which the passion for identity (which we saw 
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to be but one factor df the rational appetite) plays an abnormally 
exclusive part. In the average man, on the contrary, the power to 
trust, to risk a little beyond the literal evidence, is an essential func- 
tion. Any mode of conceiving the universe which makes an appeal 
to this generous power, and makes the man seem as if he were indi- 
vidually helping to create the actuality of the truth whose meta- 
physical reality he is willing to assume, will be sure to be responded 
to by large numbers. 

The necessity of faith as an ingredient in our mental attitude is 
strongly insisted on by the scientific philosophers of the present day; 
but by a singularly arbitrary caprice they say that it is only legiti- 
mate when used in the interests of one particular proposition — 
the proposition, namely, that the course of nature is uniform. That 
nature will follow tomorrow the same laws that she follows today 
is, they all admit, a truth which no man can know; but in the inter- 
ests of cognition as well as of action we must postulate or assume it. 
As Helmholtz says: gtU nur der eine Ra(: vertraue und handkP' 

And Professor Bain urges: “Our only error is in proposing to give 
any reason or justification of the postulate, or to treat it as otherwise 
than begged at the very outset.” 

With regard to all other possible truths, however, a number of 
our most influential contemporaries think that an attitude of faith 
is not only illogical but shameful. Faith in a religious dogma for 
which there is no outward proof, but which we are tempted to 
postulate for our emotional interests, just as we postulate the uni- 
formity of nature for our intellectual interests, is branded by Pro- 
fessor Huxley as “the lowest depth of immorality.” Citations of 
this kind from leaders of the modern Aufklitrung might be multiplied 
almost indefinitely. Take Professor Clifford’s article on the “Ethics 
of Belief.” He calls it “guilt” and “sin” to believe even the truth 
without “scientific evidence.” But what is the use of being a genius, 
unless with the scone setentijk evidence as other men, one can reach 
more truth than they? Why does Clifford fearlessly proclaim his 
belief in the conscious-automaton theory, although the “proofs” 
before him are the same which make Mr. Lewes reject it? Why does 
he believe in primordial units of “mind-stuff” on evidence which 
would seem quite worthless to Professor Bain? Simply because, 
like every human being of the slightest mental originality, he is 
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peculiarly sensitive to evidence that bears in some one direction. 
It is utterly hopeless to try to exorcise such sensitiveness by calling 
it the disturbing subjective factor, and branding it as the root of all 
evil. “Subjective” be it called! and “disturbing” to those whom 
it foils' But if it helps those who, as Cicero says, “ww naturae magis 
sentiunt,” it is good and not evil Pretend what we may, the whole 
man within us is at work when wc form our philosophical opinions. 
Intellect, will, taste, and passion co-operate just as they do in practi- 
cal jiffairs, and lucky it is if the passion be not something as petty 
as a love of personal conquest over the philosopher across the way. 
The absurd abstraction of an intellect verbally formulating all its 
evidence and carefully estimating the probability thereof by a vul- 
gar fraction by the size of whose denominator and numerator alone 
it IS swayed, is ideally as inept as it is actually impossible. It is 
almost incredible that men who are themselves working philosophers 
should pretend that any philosophy can be, or ever has been, con- 
structed without the help of personal preference, belief, or divina- 
tion How have they succeeded in so stultifying their sense for the 
living facts of human nature as not to perceive that every philoso- 
pher, or man of science either, whose initiative counts for anything 
in the evolution of thought, has taken his stand on a sort of dumb 
conviction that the truth must he m one direction rather than 
another, and a sort of prelimmary assurance that his notion can 
be made to work; and has borne his best fruit in trying to make it 
work'* These mental instincts m different men are the spontaneous 
variations upon which the intellectual struggle for existence is 
based The fittest conceptions survive, and with them the names 
of their champions shining to all futurity. 

The coil is about us, struggle as we may. The only escape from 
faith is mental nullity. What we enjoy most in a Huxley or a Clif- 
ford is not the professor with his learning, but the human personal- 
ity ready to go m for what it feels to be right, in spite of all appear- 
ances The concrete man has but one interest — to be right. That 
for him is the art of all arts, and 2ill means are fair which help him 
to It. Naked he is flung into the world, and between him and nature 
there are no rules of civilized warfare. The rules of the scientific 
game, burdens of proof, presumptions, expertmenta cruets, complete 
inductions, and the like, are only binding on those who enter that 
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game. As a matter of fact we all more or less do enter it, because it 
helps us to our end. But if the means presume to frustrate the end 
and call us cheats for being right in advance of their slow aid, by 
guesswork or by hook or crook, what shall we say of them^ Were all 
of Clifford’s works, except the Ethxcs of Belief, forgotten, he might 
well figure in future treatises on psychology in place of the some- 
what threadbare instance of the miser who has been led by the 
association of ideas to prefer his gold to all the goods he might buy 
therewith. 

In short, if I am born with such a superior general reaction to 
evidence that I can guess right and act accordingly, and gam all 
that comes of right action, while my less gifted neighbor (paralyzed 
by his scruples and waiting for more evidence which he dares not 
anticipate, much as he longs to) still stands shivering on the brink, 
by what law shall I be forbidden to reap the advantages of my 
superior native sensitiveness^ Of course I yield to my belief in such 
a case as this or distrust it, alike at my peril, just as I do in any of 
the great practical decisions of life. If my inborn faculties are good, 
I am a prophet; if poor, I am a failure nature spews me out of her 
mouth, and there is an end to me. In the total game of life we stake 
our persons all the while; and if m its theoretic part our persons 
will help us to a conclusion, surely we should also stake them here, 
however inarticulate they may be ® 

But in being myself so very articulate in proving what to all 
readers with a sense for reality will seem a platitude, am I not 
wasting words^ We cannot live or think at all without some degree 
of faith. Faith is synonymous with working hypothesis. The only 
^Almost, the command laid upon us by science to believe nothing not yet vended 
by the senses is a pnidential rule intended to maximize our right thinking and mini- 
mize our errors m the long run. In the particular mstance we must frequently lose 
truth by obeying it, but on the whole we are safer if we follow it consistently, for 
we are sure to cover our losses with our gains. It is like those gamblmg and insur- 
ance rules based on probabihty, in which we secure ourselves against losses in detail 
by hedging on the total run. But this hedging philosophy requires that long run 
should be there, and this makes it inapphcable to the question of religious faith as 
the latter comes home to the mdividual man. He plays the game of life not to 
escape losses, for he brings nothing with him to lose; he plays it for gams, and it is 
now or never with him, for' the long run which exists mdeed for humanity, is not 
there for him. Let him doubt, believe, or deny, he runs his risk, and has the natural 
light to choose which one it shall be. 
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difTerence is that while some hypotheses can be refuted in five min- 
utes, others may defy ages. A chemist who conjectures that a cer- 
tain wall-paper contains arsenic, and has faith enough to lead him 
to take the trouble to put some of it into a hydrogen bottle, finds 
out by the results of his action whether he was right or wrong. But 
theories like that of Darwin, or that of the kinetic constitution of 
matter, may exhaust the labors of generations in their corroboration, 
each tester of their truth proceeding in this simple way — that he 
acts as if it were true, and expects the result to disappoint him if 
his assumption is false. The longer disappointment is delayed, the 
stroi^ger grows his faith in his theory. 

Now, in such questions as (Jod, immortality, absolute morality, 
and free will, no non-papal believer at the present day pretends his 
faith to be of an essentially different complexion; he can always 
doubt his creed But his intimate persuasion is that the odds in its 
favor are strong enough to warrant him in acting all along on the 
assumption of its truth. His corroboration or repudiation by the 
nature of things may be deferred until the day of judgment. The 
uttermost he now means is something like this “I expect then to 
triumph with tenfold glory, but if it should turn out, as indeed it 
may, that I have spent my days in a fool’s paradise, why, better 
have been the dupe of such a dreamland than the cunning reader 
of a world like that which then beyond all doubt unmasks itself to 
view.” In short, we go in against materialism very much as we should 
go tn, had we a chance, against the second French empire or the 
Church of Rome, or any other system of things toward which our 
repugnance is vast enough to determine energetic action, but too 
vague to issue in distinct argumentation. Our reasons are ludi- 
crously incommensurate with the volume of our feeling, yet on the 
latter we unhesitatingly act 

Now, I wish to show what to my knowledge has never been 
clearly pointed out, that belief (as measured by action) not only 
does and must continually outstrip scientific evidence, but that 
there is a certain class of truths of whose reality belief is a factor as 
well as a confessor; and that as regards this class of truths faith is 
not only licit and pertinent, but essential and indispensable. The 
truths cannot become true till our faith has made them so. 
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Suppose, for example, that'll am climbing in the Alps, and have 
had the ilMuck to work myself into a position from which the only 
escape is by a terrible leap. Being without similar experience, I 
have no evidence of my ability to perform it successfully; but hope 
and confidence in myself make me sure I shall not miss my aim, and 
nerve my feet to execute what without those subjective emotions 
would perhaps have been impossible. But suppose that, on the 
contrtiry, the emotions of fear and mistrust preponderate, or suppose 
that, having just read the Ethics of Belief, I feel it would be sinful 
to act upon an assumption unverified by previous experience — 
why, then I shall hesitate so long that at last, exhausted and trem- 
bling, and launching myself in a moment of despair, I miss my foot- 
hold and roll into the abyss. In this case (and it is one of an immense 
class) the part of wisdom clearly is to believe what one desires, for 
the belief is one of the indispensable preliminary conditions of the 
realization of its object. There are then cases where faith creates its oum 
verification. Believe, and you shall be right, for you shall save your- 
self; doubt, and you shall again be right, for you shall perish. The 
only difference is that to believe is greatly to your advantage. 

The future movements of the stars or the farts of past history are 
determined now once for all, whether I like them or not. They are 
given irrespective of my wishes, and in all that concerns truths like 
these subjective preference should have no part; it can only obscure 
the judgment. But in every fact into which there enters an element 
of personal contribution on my part, as soon as this personal contri- 
bution demands a certain degree of subjective energy which, in its 
turn, calls for a certain amount of faith in the result — so that, 
after all, the future fact is conditioned by my present faith in it — 
how trebly asinine would it be for me to deny myself the use of the 
subjective method, the method of belief based on desire ! 

In every proposition whose bearing is universal (and such are 
all the propositions of philosophy), the acts of the subject and their 
consequences throughout eternity should be included in the formula. 
If M represent the entire world minus the reaction of the thinker 
upon it, and ilM + x represent the absolutely total matter of philo- 
sophic propositions (x standing for the thinker’s reaction and its 
results) — what would be a universal truth if the term x were of 
one complexion, might become egregious error if x altered its char- , 
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acter. Let it not be said that x is too infinitesimal a component to 
change the character of the immense whole in which it lies imbed- 
ded. Everything depends on the point of view of the philosophic 
proposition in question. If we have to define the universe from the 
point of view of sensibility, the critical material for our judgment 
lies in the animal kingdom, insignificant as that is, quantitatively 
considered. The moral definition of the world may depend on 
phenomena more restricted still in range. In short, many a long 
phrase may have its sense reversed by the addition of three letters, 
n-o-t; many a monstrous mass have its unstable equilibrium dis- 
charged one way or the other by a feather weight that falls 

Let us make this clear by a few examples The philosophy of 
evolution offers us today a new criterion to serve as an ethical test 
between right and wrong Previous criteria, it says, being subjec- 
tive, have left us still floundering in variations of opinion and the 
status belli. Here is a criterion which is objective and fixed That 
jj to be called good which is destined to prevail or survive. But we immedi- 
ately see that this standard can only remain objective by leaving 
myself and my conduct out. If what prevails and survives does so 
by my help, and cannot do so without that help, if something else 
will prevail in case I alter my conduct — how can I possibly now, 
conscious of edternative courses of action open before me, either of 
which I may suppose capable of altering the path of events, decide 
which course to take by asking what path events will follow? If 
they follow my direction, evidently my direction cannot wait on 
them. The only possible manner m which an evolutionist can use 
his standard is the obsequious method of forecasting the course 
society would take but for him, and then putting an extinguisher on 
all personal idiosyncrasies of desire and interest, and with bated 
breath and tiptoe tread following as straight as may be at the tail, 
and bringing up the rear of everything. Some pious creatures may 
find a pleasure in this, but not only does it violate our general wish 
to lead and not to follow (a wish which is surely not immoral if we 
but lead aright), but if it be treated as every ethical principle must 
be treated — namely, as a rule good for all men alike — its general 
observance would lead to its practical refutation by bringing about 
a general deadlock. Each good man hanging back and waiting for 
orders from the rest, absolute stagnation would ensue. Happy, then, 
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if a few unrighteous ones contribute an initiative which sets things 
moving again I 

All this is no caricature. That the course of destiny may be altered 
by individuals no wise evolutionist ought to doubt. Everything for 
him has small beginnings, has a bud which may be “nipped,” and 
nipped by a feeble force. Human races and tendencies follow the 
law, and have also small beginnings. The best, according to evolu- 
tion, is that which has the biggest endings. Now, if a present race 
of men, enlightened in the evolutionary philosophy, and able to 
forecast the future, were able to discern in a tribe arising near them 
the potentiality of future supremacy; were able to see that their own 
race would eventually be wiped out of existence by the new-comers 
if the expansion of these were left unmolested — these present sages 
would have two courses open to them, either perfectly in harmony 
with the evolutionary test: Strangle the new race now, and ours 
survives; help the new race, and it survives. In both cases the action 
is right as measured by the evolutionary standard — it is action 
for the winning side. 

Thus the evolutionist foundation of ethics is purely objective only 
to the herd of nullities whose votes count for zero in the march of 
events But for others, leaders of opinion or potentates, and in 
general those to whose actions position or genius gives a far-reaching 
import, and to the rest of us, each in his measure — whenever we 
espouse a cause we contribute to the determination of the evolu- 
tionary standard of right. The truly wise disciple of this school 
will then admit faith as an ultimate ethical factor Any philosophy 
which makes such questions as. What is the ideal type of humanity? 
What shall be reckoned virtues? What conduct is good? depend on 
the question. What is going to succeed? — must needs fall back on 
personal belief as one of the ultimate conditions of the truth. For 
again and again success depends on energy of act; energy again 
depends on faith that we shall not fail, and that faith in turn on 
the faith that we are right — which faith thus verifies itself. 

Take as an example the question of optimism or pessimism, which 
makes so much noise just now in Germany. Every human being 
must sometime decide for himself whether life is worth living. Sup- 
pose that in looking at the world and seeing how full it is of misery, 
of old age, of wickedness and pain, and how unsafe is his own future. 
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he yields to the pessunistic conclusion, cultivates disgust and dtead, 
ceases striving, and finally commits suicide. He thus adds to the 
mass M of mundane phenomena, independent of his subjectivity, 
the subjective complement x, which makes of the whole an utterly 
black picture illumined by no gleam of good Pessimism completed, 
verified by his moral reaction and the deed in which this ends, is 
true beyond a doubt. M x expresses a state of things totally bad. 
The man’s belief supplied all that was lacking to make it so, and now 
that it is made so the belief was right. 

But now suppose that with the same evil facts M, the man’s reac- 
don X is exacdy reversed; suppose that instead of giving way to the 
evil he braves it, and finds a sterner, more wonderful joy than any 
passive pleasure can yield in triumphing over pain and defying 
fear; suppose he does this successfully, and, however thickly evils 
crowd upon him, proves his daundess subjectivity to be more than 
their match — will not every one confess that the bad character of 
the M is here the conditio sine qua non of the good character of the x? 
Will not every one instandy declare a world fitted only for fair- 
weather human beings susceptible of every passive enjoyment, but 
without independence, courage, or fortitude, to be from a moral 
point of view incommensurably inferior to a world framed to elicit 
from the man every form of triumphant endurance and conquering 
moral energy? As James Hinton says — 


Little inconvemences, exertions, pains — these are the only 
things in which we righdy feel our life at all. If these be not there, 
existence becomes worthless, or worse; success in putting them all 
away is fatal. So it is men engage in athletic sports, spend their 
holidays in climbing up mountains, find nothing so enjoyable as 
that which taxes their endurance and their energy. This is the way 
we are made, I say. It may or may not be a mystery or a paradox; 
it is a fact. Now, this enjoyment in endurance is just according to 
tiie intensity of life; the more physical vigor and balance, the more 
endurance can be made an element of satisfaction. A sick man 
cannot stand it. The line of enjoyable suffering is not a fixed one; 
it fluctuates with the perfectness of the life. That our pains are, as 
they are, unendurable, awful, overwhelming, crushing, not to be 
borne save in misery and dumb impatience, which utter exhaustion 
alone makes patient — that our pains are thus unendurable, means 
not that they are too great, but that we are sick. We have not got 
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our proper life. So you perceive pain is no more necessarily an 
evil, but an essential element of the highest good.* 

But the highest good can be achieved only by our getting our 
proper life; and that can come about only by help of a moral energy 
born of the faith that m some way or other we shall succeed in get» 
ting it if we try pertinaciously enough. This world « good, we 
must say, since it is what we make it — and we shall make it good. 
How can we exclude from the cognition of a truth a faith which 
is involved in the creation of the truth? M has its character inde- 
terminate, susceptible of forming part of a thorough-going pessi- 
mism on the one hand, or of a meliorism, a moral (as distinguished 
from a sensual) optimism on the other. All depends on the charac- 
ter of the personal contribution x. Wherever the facts to be formu- 
lated contain such a Contribution, we may logically, legitimately, 
and inexpugnably believe what we desire The belief creates its 
verification. The thought becomes literally father to the fact, as 
the wish was father to the thought.* 

Let us now turn to the radical question of life — the question 
whether this be at bottom a moral or an unmoral universe — and 
see whether the method of faith may legitimately have a place there. 
It is really the question of materialism. Is the world a simple brute 
actuality, an existence de facto about which the deepest thing that 
can be said is that it happens so to be; or is the judgment of better 
or worse, of ought, as intimately pertinent to phenomena as the simple 
judgment is or ts not? The materialistic theorists say that judgments 
of worth are themselves mere matters of fact; that the words “good" 
and “bad” have no sense apart from subjective passions and interests 
which we may, if we please, play fast and loose with at will, so far 

*Life of Jofines EttUon, pp. 173, 173. See also the excellent chapter on Faith and 
Sight in the Mystery of Matter, by J. Allanson Picton. Hinton’s Mfstery of Pain 
will undoubtedly always remain the classical utterance on this suliject. 

^Observe that in all this not a word has been said of free will. It all applies as 
well to a predetermined as to an indeterminate universe. JI M +x is fixed in 
advance, the belief which leads to x and the desire which prompts the belief are 
also fixed. But fixed or not, tiiese subjective states form a phenomenal oonditian 
necessarily preceding the facts, necessarily constitutive, therefore, of the truth 
If + » which we seek. If, however, free acts be possible, a faith in thrir possi- 
bility, by augmenting the moral energy which gives them birth, will increase their 
frequency in a pven individual. 
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as any duty of ours to the non-human universe is concerned. Thus, 
when a materialist says it is better for him to suffer great inconven- 
ience than to break a promise, he only means that his social inter- 
ests have become so knit up with keeping faith that, those interests 
once being granted, it ts better for him to keep the promise in spite 
of everything. But the interests themselves are neither right nor 
wrong, except possibly with reference to some ulterior order of 
interests which themselves again are mere subjective data without 
character, either good or bad. 

For the absolute moralists, on the contrary, the interests are not 
there merely to be felt — they are to be believed in and obeyed. 
Not only is it best for my social interests to keep my promise, but 
best for me to have those interests, and best for the cosmos to have 
this me. Like the old woman in the story who described the world 
as resting on a rock, and then explained that rock to be supported 
by another rock, and finally when pushed with questions said it 
was rocks all the way down — he who believes this to be a radically 
moral universe must hold the moral order to rest either on an abso- 
lute and ultimate should, or on a series of shoulds all the way down.® 

The practical difference between this objective sort of moralist 
and the other one is enormous. The subjectivist in morals, when 
his moral feelings are at war with the facts about him, is always 
free to seek harmony by toning down the sensitiveness of the feel- 
mgs. Being mere data, neither good nor evil in themselves, he may 
pervert them or lull them to sleep by any means at his command. 
Truckling, compromise, time-serving, capitulations of conscience, 
are conventionally opprobrious names for what, if successfully car- 
ried out, would be on his principles by far the easiest and most 
praiseworthy mode of bringing about that harmony between inner 
and outer relations which is all that he means by good. The abso- 
lute moralist, on the other hand, when his interests clash with the 
world, is not free to gain harmony by sacrificing the ideal interests. 
According to him, these latter should be as they are and not other- 
wise. Resistance then, poverty, martyrdom if need be, tragedy in 
a word — such are the solemn feasts of his inward faith. Not that 

'In either case, as a later essay e^lains (see p. 71), the should which the moralist 
regards as binding upon Um must be rooted in the feeling of some other thinker, 
or collection of thinkers, to whose demands he individually bows. 
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the contradiction between the two men occurs every day; in corn* 
monplace matters all moral schools agree. It is only in the lonely 
emergencies of life that our creed is tested: then routine maxims 
fail, and we fall back on our gods. It cannot then be said that the 
question, Is this a moral world? is a meaningless and unveriiiable 
question because it deals with something non-phenomenal. Any 
question is full of meaning to which, as here, contrary answers lead 
to contrary behavior. And it seems as if in answering such a ques- 
tion as this we might proceed exactly as does the physical philoso- 
pher in testing an hypothesis. He deduces from the hypothesb an 
experimental action, x; this he adds to the facts M already existing. 
It fits them if the hypothesis be true; if not, there is discord. The 
results of the action corroborate or refute the idea from which it 
flowed. So here* the verification of the theory which you may hold 
as to the objectivelyanoral character of the world can consist only 
in this — that if you proceed to act upon your theory it will be 
reversed by nothing that later turns up as your action’s fruit; it 
will harmonize so well with the entire drift of experience that the 
latter will, as it were, adopt it, or at most give it an ampler interpre- 
tation, without obliging you in any way to change the essence of 
Its formulation. If this be an objectively moral universe, all acts 
that I make on that assumption, all expectations that I ground on 
It, will tend more and more completely to interdigitate with the 
phenomena already existing M x will be in accord; and the 
more I live, and the more the fruits of my activity come to light, 
the ‘more satisfactory the consensus will grow. While if it be not 
such a moral universe, and I mistakenly assume that it is, the course 
of experience will throw ever new impediments in the way of my 
belief, and become more and more difificult to express in its language. 
Epicycle upon epicycle of subsidiary hypotheses will have to be 
invoked to give to the discrepant terms a temporary appearance 
of squaring with each other; but at last even this resource will fail. 

If, on the other hand, I rightly assume the universe to be not 
moral, in what does my verification consist? It is that by letting 
moral interests sit lightly, by disbelieving that there is any duty 
about them (since duty obtains only as between them and other phe- 
nomena), and so throwing them over if I find it hard to get them 
satisfied — it is that by refusing to take up a tragic attitude, I deal 
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in the long run most satisfactorily with the facts of life. '“All is 
vanity” is here the last word of wisdom. Even though in certain 
limited series there may be a great appearance of seriousness, he 
who in the main treats things with a degree of good-natured scepti- 
cism and radical levity will find that the practical fruits of his Epi- 
curean hypothesis verify it more and more, and not only save him 
from pain but do honor to his sagacity. While, on the other hand, 
he who contrary to reality stiffens himself in the notion that certain 
things absolutely should be, and rejects the truth that at bottom 
it makes no difference what is, will find himself evermore thwarted 
and perplexed and bemuddled by the facts of the world, and his 
tragic disappointment will, as experience accumulates, seem to 
drift farther and farther away from that final atonement or recon- 
ciliation which certain partial tragedies often get. 

Anaesthesia is the watchword of the moral sceptic brought to bay 
and put to his trumps Energy is that of the moralist. Act on my 
creed, cries the latter, and the results of your action will prove the 
creed true, and that the nature of things is earnest infinitely Act 
on mine, says the Epicurean, and the results will prove that serious- 
ness is but a superficial glaze upon a world of fundamentally trivial 
import. You and your acts and the nature of things will be alike 
enveloped in a single formula, a universal vanitas vanitatum. 


For the sake of simplicity I have wntten as if the verification 
might occur in the life of a single philosopher — which is manifesdy 
untrue, since the theories still face each other, and the facts of the 
world give countenance to both. Rather should we expect, that, 
in a question of this scope, the experience of the entire human race 
must make the verification, and that all the evidence will not be 
“in” till the final integration of things, when the last man has had 
his say and contributed his share to the still unfinished x. Then the 
proof will be complete, then it will appear without doubt whether 
the moralistic x has filled up the gap which alone kept the M of the 
world from forming an even and harmonious unity, or whether 
the non-moralistic x has given the finishing touches which were 
alone needed to make the M appear outwardly as vain as it inwardly 
was. 
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But if this be so, is it not dear that the facts M, taken per ee, are 
inadequate to jiistify a ‘conclusion either way in advance of my 
action? My action is the complement which, by proving congruous 
or not, reveals the latent nature of the mass to which it is applied. 
The world may in fact be likened unto a lock, whose inward nature, 
moral or unmoral, will never reveal itself to our simply expectant 
gaze. The positivists, forbidding us to make any assumptions regard* 
ing it, condemn us to eternal ignorance, for the “evidence” which 
they wait for can never come so long as we are passive. But nature 
has put into our hands two keys, by which we may test the lock. 
If we try the moral key and it fits, it is a moral lock. If we try the 
unmoral key and it fits, it is an unmoral lock. I cannot possibly 
conceive of any other sort of “evidence” or “proof’ than this It 
is quite true that the co-operation of generations is needed to educe 
it But in these matters the solidarity (so called) of the human race 
is a patent fact. The essential thing to notice is that our active 
preference is a legitimate part of the game ~ that it is our plain 
business as men to try one of the keys, and the one in which we 
most confide. If then the proof exist not till I have acted, and I 
must needs in acting run the risk of being wrong, how can the popu- 
lar science professors be right in objurgating in me as infamous a 
“credulity” which the strict logic of the situation requires'* If this 
really be a moral universe; if by my acts I be a factor of its destinies; 
if to believe where I may doubt be itself a moral act analogous to 
voting for a side not yet sure to win — by what right shall they close 
in upon me and steadily negate the deepest conceivable function 
of my being by their preposterous command that I shall stir neither 
hand nor foot, but remain balancing myself in eternal and insoluble 
doubt? Why, doubt itself is a decision of the widest practical reach, 
if only because we may miss by doubting what goods we might be 
gaining by espousing the winning side. But more than that! It is 
often practically impossible to distinguish doubt from dogmatic 
negation. If I refuse to stop a murder because I am in doubt whether 
it be not justifiable homicide, I am virtually abetting the crime. If 
I refuse to bale out a boat because I am in doubt whether my efforts 
will keep her afloat, I am really helping to sink her. If in the moun- 
tain precipice I doubt my right to risk a leap, I actively connive 
at my destruction. He who commands himself not to be credulous 
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of God, of duty, of freedom, of immortality, may again and again 
be indistinguishable from him who dogmatically denies them. 
Scepticism in moral matters is an active ally of immorality. Who 
is not for is against. The universe will have no neutrals in these 
questions. In theory as in practice, dodge or hedge, or talk as we 
like about a wise scepticism, we are really doing volunteer military 
service for one side or the other. 

Yet obvious as this necessity practically is, thousands of innocent 
magazine readers lie paralyzed and terrified in the network of shal- 
low negations which the leaders of opinion have thrown over their 
souls. All they need to be free and hearty again in the exercise of 
their birthright is that these fastidious vetoes should be swept away 
All that the human heart wants is its chance. It will willingly forego 
certainty in universal matters if only it can be allowed to feel that 
in them it has that same inalienable right to run risks, which no 
one dreams of refusing to it in the pettiest practical affairs. And 
if I, in these last pages, like the mouse in the fable, have gnawed a 
few of the strings of the sophistical net that has been binding down 
its lion-strength, I shall be more than rewarded for my pains. 


To sum up- No philosophy will permanently be deemed rational 
by all men which (in addition to meeting logical demands) does 
not to some degree pretend to determine expectancy, and in a still 
greater degree make a direct appeal to all those powers of our nature 
which we hold in highest esteem. Faith, being one of these powers, 
will always remain a factor not to be banished from philosophic 
constructions, the more so since in many ways it brings forth its 
own verification. In these points, then, it is hopeless to look for 
literal agreement among mankind. 

The ultimate philosophy, we may therefore conclude, must not 
be too strait-laced in form, must not in all its parts divide heresy 
from orthodoxy by too sharp a line. There must be left over and 
above the propositions to be subscribed, ubtque, semper, et ab omnibus, 
another realm into which the stifled soul may escape from pedan- _ 
tic scruples and indulge its own faith at its own risks; and all that 
can here be done will be to mark out distinctly the questions which 
fall within faith’s sphere. 
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A COMMON OPINION* prevails that the juice has ages ago been 
pressed out of the free-will controversy, and that no new champion 
can do more than warm up stale arguments which every one has 
heard. This is a radical mistake. I know of no subject less worn 
out, or in which inventive genius has a better chance of breaking 
open new ground — not, perhaps, of forcing a conclusion or of 
coercing assent, but of deepening our sense of what the issue between 
the two parties really is, of what the ideas of fate and of free will 
imply At our very side almost, in the past few years, we have seen 
falling in rapid succession from the press works that present the 
alternative in entirely novel lights. Not to speak of the English 
disciples of Hegel, such as Green and Bradley; not to speak of Hin- 
ton and Hodgson, nor of Hazard here — we see in the writings of 
Renouvier, Fouill^e, and DelboeuP how completely changed and 
refreshed is the form of all the old disputes I cannot pretend to 
vie in originality with any of the masters I have named, and my 
ambition limits itself to just one little point. If I can make two of 
the necessarily implied corollaries of determinism clearer to you 
than they have been made before, I shall have made it possible for 
you to decide for or against that doctrine with a better understand- 
ing of what you are about. And if you prefer not to decide at all, 
but to remain doubters, you will at least see more plainly what 
the subject of your hesitation is. I thus disclaim openly on the thresh- 
old all pretension to prove to you that the freedom of the will is true. 
The most I hope is to induce some of you to follow my own example 
m assuming it true, and acting as if it were true. If it be true, it 
seems to me that this is involved in the strict logic of the case. Its 
truth ought not to be forced willy-nilly down our indifferent throats. 
It ought to be freely espoused by men who can equally well turn 
their backs upon it. In other words, our first act of freedom, if 

‘An Address to the Harvard Divinity Students, published in the Vnitariim 
Review for S^tember, 1884. 

'And I may now say Charles S. Peirce — see the Uonist, for 1893-93. 
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we are free, ought in all inwai*!! propriety to be to afiirni that we 
are free. X Jiis should exclude, it seems to me, from the free*will 
side of the question all hope of a coercive demonstration — a demon- 
stration which I, for one, am perfectly contented to go without. 


With thus much understood at the outset, we can advance. But 
not without one more point understood as well. The arguments 
I am about to urge all proceed on two suppositions* first, when we 
make theories about the world and discuss them with one another, 
we do so in order to attain a conception of things which shall give 
us subjective satisfaction; and, second, if there be two conceptions, 
and the one seems to us, on the whole, more rational than the other, 
we are entitled to suppose that the more rational one is the truer 
of the two I hope that you are all willing to make these supposi- 
tions with me; for I am afraid that if there be any of you here who 
are not, they will find little edification in the rest of what I have to 
say. I cannot stop to argue the point, but I myself believe that all 
the magnificent achievements of mathematical and physical sci- 
ence — our doctrines of evolution, of uniformity of law, ai\d the 
rest — proceed from our indomitable desire to cast the world into 
a more rational shape in our minds than the shape into whi ch it is 
thrown there by the crude order of our experience The worl d has 
jhown itself, to a great extent, plastic to this demand of ou rs for 
rationality How much farther it will show itself plastic no one 
can'say’ Our only means of finding out is to try, and I, for one, 
feel as free to try conceptions of moral as of mechanical or of logical 
rationality. If a certain formula for expressing the nature of the 
world violates my moral demand, I shall feel as free to throw it 
overboard, or at least to doubt it, as if it disappointed my demand 
for uniformity of sequence, for example; the one demand being, 
so far as I can see, quite as subjective and emotional as the other 
is. The principle of causality, for example — what is it but a pos- 
tulate, an empty name covering simply a demand that the sequence 
of events shall some day manifest a deeper kind of belonging of one 
thing with another than the mere arbitrary juxtaposition which 
now phenomenally appears^ It is as much an altar to an unknown 
god as the one that Saint Paul found at Athens. All our scienti fic 
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anri philosophic ideals are altars to unknown gods^ Uniformity is 
as much so as is free will. If this be admitted, we can debate on 
even terms. But if any one pretends that while freedom and variety 
are, in the first instance, subjective demands, necessity and uni- 
formity are something altogether different, I do not see how we can 
debate at all.* 


To begin, then, I must suppose you acquainted with all the usual 
arguments on the subject. I cannot stop to take up the old proofs 
from causation, from statistics, from the certainty with which we 
can foretell one another’s conduct, from the fixity of character, and 
all the rest. But there are two words which usually encumber these 
classical arguments, and which we must immediately dispose of if 
we are to make any progress One is the eulogistic word freedom, 
and the other is the opprobrious word chance . The word “chance” 
I wish to keep, but I wish to get rid of the word “freedom.” Its 

'“The whole history of popukr beliefs about Nature refutes the notion that the 
thought of a universal physi^ order can possibly have arisen from the purely pas- 
sive reception and association of particular perceptions Indubitable as it is that 
men mfer from known cases to unknown, it is equally certam that this procedure, 
if restricted to the phenomenal materials that spontaneously offer themselves, 
would never have led to the belief in a general uniformity, but only to the behef 
that law and lawlessness rule the world in motley alternation. From the point of 
view of strict experience, nothing exists but the sum of particular perceptions, with 
their coincidences on the one hand, their contradictions on the other. 

“That there is more order m the world than appears at first sight is not discovered 
till the aria is looked for. The first impulse to look for it proceeds from practical 
needs, where ends must be attained, we must know trustworthy means which 
infalhbly possess a property, or produce a result. But the practical need is only 
the first occauon for our reflection on the conditions of true knowledge, and even 
were there no such need, motives would still be present for carrying us beyond the 
stage of mere association. For not with an equal interest, or rather with an equal 
lack of interest, does man contemplate those natural processes m which a thing is 
linked with its former mate, and those in which it is linked to something else. The 
forma processes harmonize with the conditions of his own thinking- the latter do not. 
In the former, his concepts, genaal judgments, and tnfaences apply to reality: in 
the latter, they have no such apphcatlon. And thus the intellectual sathffaction 
which at first comes to him without reflection, at last excites in him the conscious 
wish to find realised througfabut the entire phenomenal world those rational con- 
tinuities, uniformities, and necessities which are the fundamental element and 
guiding principle of his own thought.” (Sigwart, Logik, bd. a, a. 38a.) 
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eulogistic associations have so far overshadowed all the rest of its 
meaning that both parties claim the sole right to use it, and deter- 
minists today insist that they alone are freedom’s champions. Old- 
fashioned determinism was what we may call hard determinism. 
It did not shrink from such words as fatality, bondage of the will, 
necessitation, and the like. Nowadays, we have a soft determinism 
which abhors harsh words, and, repudiating fatality, necessity, and 
even predetermination, says that its real name is freedom; for free- 
dom is only necessity understood, and bondage to the highest is 
identiced with true freedom. Even a writer as little used to making 
capital out of soft words as Mr. Hodgson hesitates not to call him- 
self a “free-will determinist.” 

Now, all this is a quagmire of evasion under which the real issue 
of fact has been entirely smothered. Freedom in all these senses 
presents simply no problem at all. No matter what the soft deter- 
minist mean by it — whether he mean the acting without external 
constraint; whether he mean the acting rightly, or whether he mean 
the acquiescing in the law of the whole — who cannot answer him 
that sometimes we arc free and sometimes we are not? Bqt there ts 
a problem, an issue of fact and not of words, an issue of the most 
momentous importance, which is often decided without discussion 
in one sentence — nay, in one clause of a sentence — by those very 
writers who spin out whole chapters in their efforts to show what 
“true” freedom is; and that is the question of determinism, about 
which we are to talk tonight. 

Fortunately, no ambiguities hang about Ihis word or about its 
opposite, indeterminism. Both designate an outward way in which 
things may happen, and their cold and mathematical sound has no 
sentimental associations that can bribe our partiality either way in 
advance. Now, evidence of an external kind to decide between 
determinism and indeterminism is, as I intimated a while back, 
strictly impossible to find Let us look at the difference between 
them and see for ourselves. What does determinism profess? 

It professes that those parts of the universe already laid down 
absolutely appoint and decree what the other parts shall be. The 
future has no ambiguous possibilities hidden in its womb: the part 
we call the present is compatible with only one totality Any other 
future complement than the one fixed from eternity is impossible. 
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The whole is in each and every part, and welds it with the rest into 
an absolute unity, an iron block, in which there can be no equivoca- 
tion or shadow of turning. 

With earth’s first clay they did the last man knead, 

And there of the last harvest sowed the seed. 

And the first morning of creation wrote 
What the last dawn of reckoning shall read. 

Indeterminism, on the contrary, says that the parts have a certain 
amount of loose play on one another, so that the laying down of one 
of them does not necessarily determine what the others shall be. 
It admits that possibilities may be in excess of actualities, and that 
things not yet revealed to our knowledge may really in themselves 
be ambiguous Of two alternative futures which we conceive, both 
may now be really possible; and the one become impossible only 
at the very moment when the other excludes it by becoming real 
itself Indeterminism thus denies the world to be one unbendi ng 
unit of f act. It says there is a certain ultimate pluralism in it; and, 
so saying, it corroborates our ordinary unsophisticated view of things. 
To that view, actualities seem to float in a wider sea of possibilities 
from out of which they are chosen; and, somewhere, indeterminism 
says, such possibilities exist, and form a part of truth. 

Determinism, on the contrary, says they exist nowhere, and that 
necessity on the one hand and impossibility on the other are the 
sole categories of the real. Possibilities that fail to get realized are, 
for determinism, pure illusions they never were possibilities at all. 
There is nothing inchoate, it says, about this universe of ours, all 
that was or is or shall be actual in it having been from eternity virtu- 
ally there The cloud of alternatives our minds escort this mass of 
actuality withal is a cloud of sheer deceptions, to which “impossi- 
bilities” is the only name that rightfully belongs. 

The issue, it will be seen, is a perfectly sharp one, which no eulo- 
gistic terminology can smear over or wipe out. The truth must lie 
with one side or the other, and its lying with one side makes the other 
false. 

The question relates solely to the existence of possibilities, in the 
strict sense of the term, as things that may, but need not, be. Both 
sides admit that a volition, for instance, has occurred. The indeter- 
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minists say another volition might have occurred in its place: the 
determinists swear that nothing could possibly have occurred in its 
place. Now, can science be called in to tell us which of these two 
point-blank contradicters of each other is right^ Science professes 
to draw no conclusions but such as are based on matters of fact, 
things that have actually happened; but how can any amount of 
assurance that something actually happened give us the least grain 
of information as to whether another thing might or might not 
have happened m its place? Only facts can be proved by other 
facts. With things that are possibilities and not facts, facts have no 
concern If we have no other evidence than the evidence of existing 
facts, the possibility-question must remain a mystery never to be 
cleared up. 

And the truth is that facts practically have hardly anything to 
do with making us either determinists or indeterminists. Sure 
enough, we make a flourish of quoting facts this way or that; and 
if we are determinists, we talk about the infallibility with which 
we can predict one another’s conduct, while if we are indeterminists, 
we lay great stress on the fact that it is just because we cannot fore- 
tell one another’s conduct, either in war or statecraft or in any of 
the great and small intrigues and businesses of men, that life is so 
intensely anxious and hazardous a game. But who does not see 
the wretched insufficiency of this so-called objective testimony on 
both sides? What fills up the gaps in our minds is something not 
objeetive, not external. What divides us into possibility men and 
anti-possibility men is different faiths or postulates — postulates of 
rationality. To this man the world seems more rational with possi- 
bilities in it — to that man more rational with possibilities excluded; 
and talk as we will about having to yield to evidence, what makes 
us monists or pluraluts, determinists or indeterminists, is at bottom 
always some sentiment like this. 


The stronghold of the deterministic sentiment is the antipathy 
to the idea of chance. As soon as we begin to talk indeterminism 
to our friends, we find a number of them shaking their heads. This 
notion of alternative possibility, they say, this admission that any 
one of several things may come to pass, is, after all, only a round* 
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about name for chance; and chance is 'something the notion of which 
no sane mind can for an instant tolerate in the world. ' What is it, 
they ask, but barefaced crazy unreason, the negation of intelligi-' 
bUity and law? And if the slightest particle of it exist anywhere, 
what is to prevent the whole fabric from falling together, the stars 
from going out, and chaos from recommencing her topsy-turvy 
reign? 

Remarks of this sort about chance will put an end to discussion 
as quickly as anything one can find. I have already told you that 
“chance” was a word I wished to keep and use. Let us then exam- 
ine exactly what it means, and see whether it ought to be such a 
terrible bugbear to us. I fancy that squeezing the thistle boldly 
will rob it of its sting. 

The sting of the word “chance” seems to lie in the assumption 
that it means something positive, and that if anything happens by 
chance, it must needs be something of an intrinsically irrational 
and preposterous sort. Now, chance means nothing of the kind. 
It is a purely negative and relative term,* giving us no information 
about that of which it is predicated, except that it happens to be 
disconnected with something else — not controlled, secured, or 
necessitated by other things in advance of its own actual presence. 
As this point is the most subtile one of the whole lecture, and at 
the same time the point on which all the rest hinges, I beg you to 
pay particular attention to it. What I say is that it tells us nothing- 
about what a thing may be in itself to call it “chance.” It may be 
a bad thing, it may be a good thing. It may be lucidity, transpar- 
ency, fitness incarnate, matching the whole system of other things, 
when it has once befallen, in an unimaginably perfect way. All 
you mean by calling it “chance” is that this is not guaranteed, that 
It may also fall out otherwise For the system of other things has 
no positive hold on the chance-thmg. Its origin is m a certain 
fashion negative' it escapes, and says, Hands off! coming, when 
It comes, as a free gift, or not at all. 

This negativeness, however, and this opacity of the chance-thing 
when thus considered ab extra, or from the point of view of previous 

^Speaking technically, it is a word with a positive denotation, but a connotation 
that is negative. Other tlungs must be silent about what it is it alone can decide 
that p(unt at the moment in which it reveals itself. 
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things or distant things, do not preclude its having any amount of 
positiveness and luminosity from within, and at its own place and 
moment. All that its chance-character asserts about it is that there 
is something in it really of its own, something that is not the uncon- 
ditional property of the whole. If the whole wants this property, 
the whole must wait till it can get it, if it be a matter of chance. 
That the universe may actually be a sort of joint-stock society of 
this sort, in which the sharers have both limited liabilities and 
limited powers, is of course a simple and conceivable notion. 

Nevertheless, many persons talk as if the minutest dose of dis- 
connectedness of one part with another, the smallest modicum of 
independence, the faintest tremor of ambiguity about the future, 
for example, would ruin everything, and turn this goodly universe 
into a sort of insane sand-heap or nulliverse — no universe at all. 
Since future human volitions are as a matter of fact the only ambig- 
uous things we are tempted to believe in, let us stop for a moment 
to make ourselves sure whether their independent and accidental 
character need be fraught with such direful consequences to the 
universe as these/ 

What is meant by saying that my choice of which way to walk 
home after the lecture is ambiguous and matter of chance as far 
as the present moment is concerned^ It means that both Divinity 
Avenue and Oxford Street arc called, but that only one, and that 
one etlAer one, shall be chosen Now, I ask you seriously to suppose 
that this ambiguity of my choice is real, and then to make the 
impossible hypothesis that the choice is made twice over, and each 
time falls on a different street In other words, imagine that I first 
walk through Divinity Avenue, and then imagine that the powers 
governing the universe annihilate ten minutes of time with all that 
it contained, and set me back at the door of this hall just as I was 
before the choice was made. Imagine then that, everything else 
being the same, I now make a different choice and traverse Oxford 
Street. You, as passive spectators, look on and see the two alterna- 
tive universes — one of them with me walking through Divinity 
Avenue in it, the other with the same me walking through Oxford 
Street. Now, if you are determinists you believe one of these uni- 
verses to have been from eternity impossible you believe it to have 
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been impossible because of the intrinsic irrationality or acciden- 
tality somewhere involved in it. But looking outwardly at these 
universes, can you say which is the impossible and accidental one, 
and which the rational and necessary one^ I doubt if the most 
iron-clad determinist among you could have the slightest glimmer 
of light on this point. In other words, either umverse after the fact 
and once there would, to our means of observation and understand- 
ing, appear just as rational as the other. There would be absolutely 
no criterion by which we might judge one necessary and the other 
matter of chance Suppose now we relieve the gods of their hypo- 
thetical task and assume my choice, once made, to be made forever. 
I go through Divinity Avenue for good and all If, as good deter- 
minists, you now begin to affirm, what all good determinists punc- 
tually do affirm, that in the nature of things I couldn't have gone 
through Oxford Street — had I done so it would have been chance, 
irrationality, insanity, a horrid gap in nature — I simply call your 
attention to this, that your affirmation is what the Germans call a 
Machtspruch, a mere conception fulminated as a dogma and based 
on no insight into details. Before my choice, either street seemed 
as natural to you as to me Had I happened to take Oxford Street, 
Divinity Avenue would have figured in your philosophy as the gap 
in nature, and you would have so proclaimed it with the best 
deterministic conscience in the world. 

But what a hollow outcry, then, is this against a chance which, 
if it were present to us, we could by no character whatever dis- 
tinguish from a rational necessity' I have taken the most trivial 
of examples, but no possible example could lead to any different 
result. For what are the alternatives which, in point of fact, offer 
themselves to human volition? What are those futures that now 
seem matters of chance^ Are they not one and all like the Divinity 
Avenue and Oxford Street of our example’ Are they not all of 
them iinds of things already here and based in the existing frame of 
nature’ Is any one ever tempted to produce an absolute accident, 
something utterly irrelevant to the rest of the world’ Do not all 
the motives that assail us, all the futures that offer themselves to 
our choice, spring equally from the soil of the past; and would not 
either one of them, whether realized through chance or through 
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necessity, the moment it was realized, seem to us to fit that past, 
and in the completest and most continuous manner to interdigitate 
with the phenomena already there?® 

The more one thinks of the matter, the more one wonders that 
so empty and gratuitous a hubbub as this outcry against chance 
should have found so great an echo in the hearts of men. It is a 
word which tells us absolutely nothing about what chances, or 
about the modus operandt of the chancing; and the use of it as a war- 
cry shows only a temper of intellectual absolutism, a demand that 
the world shall be a solid block, subject to one control — which 
temper, which demand, the world may not be bound to gratify at 
all. In every outwardly verifiable and practical respect, a world 
in which the alternatives that now actually distract choice were 
decided by pure chance would be by me absolutely undistinguished 
from the world in which I now live I am, therefore, entirely willing 
to call it, so far as your choices go, a world of chance for me To 
yourselves, it is true, those very acts of choice, which to me are so 
blind, opaque, and external, are the opposites of this, for you arc 
within them and effect them To you they appear as decisions, 
and decisions, for him who makes them, are altogether peculiar 
psychic facts Self-luminous and self-justifying at the living moment 
at which they occur, they appeal to no outside moment to put its 
stamp upon them or make them continuous with the rest of nature. 
Themselves it is rather who seem to make nature continuous; and 
in their strange and intense function of granting consent to one 
possibility and withholding it from another, to transform an equiv- 
ocal and double future .into an inalterable and simple past. 

But with the psychology of the matter we have no concern this 

>A favorite argument against free will is that if it be true, a man’s murderer may 
as probably be his best friend as his worst enemy, a mother be as hkeiy to strangle 
as to suckle her first-born, and all of us be as ready to jump from fourth-story win- 
dows as to go out of front doors, etc. Users of this argument should properly be 
excluded from debate till they learn what the real question is “Free will’’ does 
not say that everything that is physically concdvable is also morally possible. It 
merely says that of alternatives that really our will more than one is really 
possible. Of course, the alternatives that do thus tempt our will are vastly fewer 
than the physical posribilities we can coldly fancy. Persona really tempted often 
do murder their bmt friends, mothers do strangle their fint-bom, people do jump 
out of fourth-story windows, etc. 
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evening. The quarrel which determinism has with chance fortu- 
nately has nothing to do with this or that psychological detail. It 
is a quarrel altogether metaphysical. Determinism denies the 
ambiguity of future volitions, because it aihrms that nothing future 
can be ambiguous. But we have said enough to meet the issue. 
Indeterminate future volitions do mean chance. Let us not fear to 
shout it from the house-tops if need be; for we now know that the 
idea of chance is, at bottom, exactly the same thing as the idea of 
gift — the one simply being a disparaging, and the other a eulo- 
gistic, name for anything on which we have no effective claim. And 
whether the world be the better or the worse for having either 
chances or gifts in it will depend altogether on what these uncertain 
and unclaimable things turn out to be 

And this at last brings us within sight of our subject. We have 
seen what determinism means* we have seen that indeterminism is 
rightly described as meaning chance; and we have seen that chance, 
the very name of which we are urged to shrink from as from a meta- 
physical pestilence, means only the negative fact that no part of the 
world, however big, can claim to control absolutely the destinies 
of the whole. But although, in discussing the word “chance,” I 
may at moments have seemed to be arguing for its real existence, 

I have not meant to do so yet. We have not yet ascertained whether 
this be a world of chance or no; at most, we have agreed that it 
seems so. And I now repeat what I said at the outset, that, from 
any strict theoretical point of view, the question is insoluble To 
deepen our theoretic sense of the difference between a world with 
chances in it and a deterministic world is the most I can hope to do; 
and this I may now at last begin upon, after all our tedious clearing 
of the way. 

I wish first of all to show you just what the notion that this is a 
determini^ic world implies. The implications I call your attention 
to are all bound up with the fact that it is a world in which we 
constantly have to make what I shall, with your permission, call 
judgments of regret. Hardly an hour passes in which we do not 
wish that something might be otherwise; and happy indeed are 
those of us whose hearts have never echoed the wish of Omar 
Khayam — 
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That we might clasp, ere closed, the book of fate, 

And make the writer on a fairer leaf 
Inscribe our names, or qmte obliterate. 

Ah ! Love, could you and I with fate conspire 
To mend this sorry scheme of things entire. 

Would we not shatter it to bits, and then 
Remould it nearer to the heart’s desire? 

Now, it is undeniable that most of these regrets are foolish, and 
and quite on a par in point of philosophic value with the criti- 
cisms on the universe of that friend of our infancy, the hero of the 
fable “The Atheist and the Acorn” — 

Fool! had that bough a pumpkin bore. 

Thy whimsies would have worked no more, etc 

Even from the point of view of our own ends, we should probably 
make a botch of remodelling the universe How much more then 
from the point of view of ends we cannot see ! Wise men therefore 
regret as little as they can. But still some regrets are pretty obstinate 
and hard to stifle — regrets for acts of wanton cruelty or treachery, 
for example, whether performed by others or by ourselves. Hardly 
any one can remain entirely optimistic after reading the confession 
of the murderer at Brockton the other day. how, to get rid of the 
wife whose continued existence bored him, he inveigled her into 
a desert spot, shot her four times, and then, as she lay on the ground 
and said to him, “You didn’t do it on purpose, did you, dear'”’ 
replied, “No, I didn’t do it on purpose,” as he raised a rock and 
smashed her skull. Such an occurrence, with the mild sentence and 
self-satisfaction of the prisoner, is a field for a crop of regrets, which 
one need not take up in detail. We feel that, although a perfect 
mechanical fit to the rest of the universe, it is a bad moral fit, and 
that something el.se would really have been better in its place. 

But for the deterministic philosophy the murder, the sentence, 
and the prisoner’s optimism were all necessary from eternity; and 
nothing else for a moment had a ghost of a chance of being put into 
their place. To admit such a chance, the determinists tell us, would 
be to make a suicide of reason; so we must steel our hearts against 
the thought. And here our plot thickens, for we see the first of those 
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difficult implications of determinism and monism which it is my 
purpose to make you feel. If this Brockton murder was called for 
by the rest of the universe, if it had to come at its preappointed 
hour, and if nothing else would have been consistent with the sense 
of the whole, what are we to think of the universe? Are we stub- 
bornly to stick to our judgment of regret, and say, though it couldn't 
be, yet it would have been a better universe with something different 
from this Brockton murder in it? That, of course, seems the natural 
and spontaneous thing for us to do; and yet it is nothing short of 
deliberately espousing a kind of pessimism. The judgment of regret 
calls the murder bad. Calling a thing bad means, if it mean any- 
thing at all, that the thing ought not to be, that something else 
ought to be in its stead. Determimsm, in denying that anything* 
else can be in its stead, virtually defines the universe as a place in 
which what ought to be is impossible — in other words, as an organ- 
ism whose constitution is afflicted with an incurable taint, an irre- 
mediable flaw. The pessimism of a Schopenhauer says no more 
than this — that the murder is a symptom; and that it is a vicious 
symptom because it belongs to a vicious whole, which can express 
Its nature no otherwise than by bringing forth just such a symptom 
as that at this particular spot. Regret for the murder must trans- 
form itself, if we are determimsts and wise, into a larger regret. 

It is absurd to regret the murder alone. Other things being what 
they are, it could not be different. What we should regret is that 
whole frame of things of which the murder is one member. I see 
no escape whatever from this pessimistic conclusion if, being deter- 
minists, our judgment of regret is to be allowed to stand at all 
The only deterministic escape from pessimism is everywhere to 
abandon the judgment of regret. That this can be done, history 
shows to be not impossible. The devil, quoad existentiam, may be 
good. That is, although he be a principle of evil, yet the universe, 
with such a principle in it, may practically be a better universe than 
It could have been without. On every hand, in a small way, we 
find that a certain amount of evil is a condition by which a higher 
form of good is brought. There is nothing to prevent anybody 
from generalizing this view, and trusting that if we could but see 
things in the largest of all ways, even such matters as this Brockton 
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murder would appear to be paid for by the uses that follow in their 
train. An optimism quand mime, a systematic and infatuated opti- 
mism like that ridiculed by Voltaire in his Candtde, is one of the 
possible ideal ways in which a man may train himself to look on 
life. Bereft of dogmatic hardness and lit up with the expression of 
a tender and pathetic hope, such an optimism has been the grace 
of some of the most religious characters that ever lived. 

Throb thine with Nature’s throbbing breast, 

And all is clear from east to west. 

Even cruelty and treachery may be among the absolutely blessed 
fruits of time, and to quarrel with any of their details may be blas- 
phemy. The only real blasphemy, in short, may be that pessimistic 
temper of the soul which lets it give way to such things as regrets, 
remorse, and grief. 

Thus, our deterministic pessimism may become a deterministic 
optimism at the price of extinguishing our judgments of regret. 

But does not' this immediately bring us into a curious logical 
predicament^ Our determinism leads us to call oui judgments of 
regret wrong, because they are pessimistic in implying that what 
IS impossible yet ought to be But how then about the judgments 
of regret themselves^ If they are wrong, other judgments, judg- 
ments of approval presumably, ought to be in their place But as 
they are necessitated, nothing else can be m their place, and the 
universe is just what it was before — namely, a place in which 
what ought to be appears impossible We have got one foot out 
of the pessimistic bog,' but the other one sinks all the deeper. We 
have rescued our actions from the bonds of evil, but our judgments 
are now held fast. When murders and treacheries cease to be sins, 
regrets are theoretic absurdities and errors. The theoretic and the 
active life thus play a kind of see-saw with each other on the ground 
of evil. The rise of either sends the other down. Murder and treach- 
ery cannot be good without regret being bad regret cannot be good 
without treachery and murder being bad. Both, however, are 
supposed to have been foredoomed; so something must be fatally 
unreasonable, absurd, and wrong in the world It must be a place 
of which either sin or error forms a necessary part. From this 
dilemma there seems at first sight no escape. Are we then so soon 
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to fall back into the pessimism from which we thought we had 
emerged? And is there no possible way by which we may, with 
good intellectual consciences, call the cruelties and the treacheries, 
the reluctances and the regrets, all good together? 

Certainly there is such a way, and you are probably most of you 
ready to formulate it yourselves. But, before doing so, remark 
how inevitably the question of determinism and indeterminism 
slides us into the question of optimism and pessimism, or, as our 
fathers called it, “the question of evil ” The theological form of 
all these disputes is the simplest and the deepest, the form from 
which there is the least escape — not because, as some have sarcas- 
tically said, remorse and regret are clung to with a morbid fondness 
by the theologians as spiritual luxuries, but because they are exist- 
ing facts of the world, and as such must be taken into account in 
the deterministic interpretation of all that is fated to be. If they 
are fated to be error, does not the bat’s wing of irrationality still 
cast its shadow over the world? 


The refuge from the quandary lies, as I said, not far off. The 
necessary acts we erroneously regret may be good, and yet our 
error in so regretting them may be also good, on one simple con- 
dition; and that condition is this: The world must not be regarded 
as a machine whose final purpose is the making real of any outward 
good, but rather as a contrivance for deepening the theoretic con- 
sciousness of what goodness and evil in their intrinsic natures are. 
Not the doing either of good or of evil is what nature cares for, but 
the knowing of them Life is one long eating of the fruit of the tree 
of knowledge. I am in the habit, in thinking to myself, of calling 
this point of view the gnoittcal point of view. According to it, the 
world is neither an optimism nor a pessimism, but a gnosticism. 
But as this term may perhaps lead to some misunderstandings, I 
will use it as litde as possible here, and speak rather of subjectivism, 
and the subjectivistic point of view. 

Subjectivism has three great branches — we may call them scien- 
tificism, sentimentalism; and sensualism, respectively. They all 
agree essentially about the universe, in deeming that what happens 
there is subsidiary to what we think or feel about it Crime j'ustifies 
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its criminality by awakening our intelligence of that criminality, 
and eventually our remorses and regrets; and the error included 
in remorses and regrets, the error of supposing that the past could 
have been different, justifies itself by its use Its use is to quicken 
our sense of what the irretrievably lost is. When we think of it as 
that which might have been (“the saddest words of tongue or pen”), 
the quality of its worth speaks to us with a wilder sweetness; and, 
conversely, the dissatisfaction wherewith we think of what seems 
to have driven it from its natural place gives us the severer pang. 
Admirable artifice of nature ' we might be tempted to exclaim — 
deceiving us in order the better to enlighten us, and leaving nothing 
undone to accentuate to our consciousness the yawning distance 
of those opposite poles of good and evil between which creation 
swings. 

We have thus clearly revealed to our view what may be called 
the dilemma of determinism, so far as determinism pretends to 
think things out at all A merely mechanical determinism, it is 
true, rather rejoices in not thinking them out. It is very sure that 
the universe must satisfy its postulate of a physical continuity and 
coherence, but it smiles at any one who comes forward with a postu- 
late of moral coherence as well. I may suppose, however, that the 
number of purely mechanical or hard determinists among you this 
evening is small. The determinism to whose seductions you are 
most exposed is what I have called soft determinism — the deter- 
minism which allows considerations of good and bad to mingle with 
those of cause and effect in deciding what sort of a universe this 
may rationally be held to be The dilemma of this determinism is 
one whose left horn is pessimism and whose right horn is subjecti- 
vism. In other words, if determinism is to escape pessimism, it 
must leave off looking at the goods and ills of life in a simple objec- 
tive way, and regard them as materials, indifferent in themselves, 
for the production of consciousness, scientific and ethical, in us. 

To escape pessimism is, as we all know, no easy task. Your own 
studies have sufficiently shown you the almost desperate difficulty 
of making the notion that there is a single principle of things, and 
that principle absolute perfection, rhyme together with our daily 
vision of the facts of life. If perfection be the principle, how comes 
ther^ any imperfection here? If God be good, how came he to 
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create — or, if he did not create, how comes he to permit — the 
devil? The evil facts must be explained as seeming: the devil must 
be whitewashed, the universe must be disinfected, if neither God’s 
goodness nor his unity and power are to remain impugned. And 
of all the various ways of operating the disinfection, and making 
bad seem less bad, the way of subjectivism appears by far the best.* 
For, after all, is there not something rather absurd in our ordi- 
nary notion of external things being good or bad in themselves? Can 
murders and treacheries, considered as mere outward happenings, 
or motions of matter, be bad without any one to feel their badness^ 
And could paradise properly be good in the absence of a sentient 
principle by which the goodness was perceived? Outward goods 
and evils seem practically indistinguishable except in so far as they 
result in getting moral judgments made about them. But then the 
moral judgments seem the main thing, and the outward facts mere 
perishing instruments for their production. This is subjectivism. 
Every one must at some time have wondered at that strange paradox 
of our moral nature, that, though the pursuit of outward good is 
the breath of its nostrils, the attainment of outward good would 
seem to be its suffocation and death. Why does the painting of 
any paradise or utopia, in heaven or on earth, awaken such yawn- 
ings for nirvana and escape^ The white-robed harp-playing heaven 
of our sabbath-schools, and the ladylike tea-table elysium repre- 
^nted in Mr. Spencer’s Data of Ethics, as the final consummation 
of progress, are exactly on a par in this respect — lubberlands, 
pure and simple, one and all. ^ We look upon them from this deli- 
cious mess of insanities and realities, strivings and deadnesses, hopes 
and fears, agonies and exultations, which forms our present state, 
and tedium vitae is the only sentiment they awaken in our breasts. 
To our crepuscular natures, born for the conflict, the Rembrandt- 

'To a reader who says he is satisfied with a pessimism, and has no objection to 
thinking the whole bad, I have no more to say he makes fewer demands on the 
world than I, who, making them, wish to look a little further before I give up all 
hope of having them satisfied. If, however, all he means is that the badness of 
some parts does not prevent his acceptance of a universe whose other parts give 
him satisfaction, I welcome him as an ally. He has abandoned the notion of the 
Whole, which is the essence of 'deterministic monism, and views things as a plural- 
ism, just as I do in this paper. 

’Compare Sir James St^hen’s Essays by a Barrister, London, i86a, pp. 138, 318. 
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esque moral chiaroscuro, the shifting struggle of the sunbeam in the 
gloom, such pictures of light upon light are vacuous and expression- 
less, and neither to be enjoyed nor understood If this be the whole 
fruit of the victory, we say; if the generations of mankind suffered 
and laid down their lives; if prophets confessed and martyrs sang 
in the fire, and all the sacred tears were shed for no other end than 
that a race of creatures of such unexampled insipidity should suc- 
ceed, and protract in saecula saeculorum their contented and inoffen- 
sive lives — why, at such a rate, better lose than win the battle, or 
at all events better ring down the curtain before the last act of the 
play, so that a business that began so importantly may be saved 
from so singularly flat a wmding-up./ 

All this IS what I should instantiy say, were I called on to plead 
for gnosticism; and its real friends, of whom you will presently per- 
ceive I am not one, would say without difficulty a great deal more. 
Regarded as a stable finality, every outward good becomes a mere 
weariness to the flesh It must be menaced, be occasionally lost, 
for Its goodness to be fully felt as such. Nay, more than occasionally 
lost. No one knows the worth of innocence till he knows it is gone 
forever, and that money cannot buy it back Not the saint, but 
the sinner that repenteth, is he to whom the full length and breadth, 
and height and depth, of life’s meaning is revealed. Not the absence 
of vice, but vice there, and virtue holding her by the throat, seems 
the ideal human state. And there seems no reason to suppose it 
not a permanent human state. There is a deep truth in what the 
school of Schopenhauer insists on — the illusoriness of the notion 
of moral progress. The-more brutal forms of evil that go are replaced 
by others more subtle and more poisonous Our moral horizon 
moves with us as we move, and never do we draw nearer to the 
far-off line where the black waves and the azure meet. The final 
purpose of our creation seems most plausibly to be the greatest 
possible enrichment of our ethical consciousness, through the intens- 
est play of contrasts and the widest diversity of characters. This 
of course obliges some of us to be vessels of wrath, while it calls 
others to be vessels of honor. But the subj'ectivist point of view 
reduces all these outward distinctions to a common denominator. 
The wretch languishing in the felon’s cell may be drinking draughts 
of the wine of truth that will never pass the lips of the so-called 
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favorite of fortune. And the peculiar consciousness of each of thfem 
is an indispensable note in the great ethical concert which the 
centuries as they roll are grinding out of the living heart of man. 

So much for subjectivism ! If the dilemma of determinism be to 
choose between it and pessimism, I see little room for hesitation 
from the strictly theoretical point of view. Subjectivism seems the 
more rational scheme. And the world may, possibly, for aught I 
know, be nothing else. When the healthy love of life is on one, and 
all its forms and its appetites seem so unutterably reid; when the 
most brutal and the most spiritual things are lit by the same sun, 
and each is an integral part of the total richness — why, then it 
seems a grudging and sickly way of meeting so robust a universe 
to shrink from any of its facts and wish them not to be Rather 
take the strictly dramatic point of view, and treat the whole thing 
as a great unending romance which the spirit of the universe, striv- 
ing to realize its own content, is eternally thinking out and repre- 
senting to itself * 


No one, I hope, will accuse me, after I have said all this, of under- 
rating the reasons in favor of subjectivism And now that I proceed 
to say why those reasons, strong as they are, fail to convince my 
own mind, I trust the presumption may be that my objections are 
stronger still 

I frankly confess that they are of a practical order. If we practi- 
cally take up subjectivism in a sincere and radical manner and fol- 
low Its consequences, we meet with some that make us pause. Let 
a subjectivism begin in never so severe and intellectual a way, it 
IS forced by the law of its nature to develop another side of itself 
and end with the corruptest curiosity. Once dismiss the notion that 
certain duties are good in themselves, and that we are here to do 
them, no matter how we feel about them; once consecrate the oppo- 
site notion that our performances and our violations of duty are for 
a common purpose, the attainment of subjective knowledge and 
feeling, and that the deepening of these is the chief end of our lives — 

'Cel umvers est un spectacle que Dieu se donne d lui~mtme. Servons les intentions 
in grand chorige en contrtbmnt d rendre le spectacle ausst briUant, aussi varit que 
Possible, — Renan. 
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imd at what point on the downward slope are we to stop? In theol- 
ogy, subjectivism develops as its “left wing” antinomianism. In 
literature, its left wing is romanticism. And in practical life it is 
either a nerveless sentimentality or a sensualism without bounds. 

Everywhere it fosters the fatalistic mood of mind. It makes those 
who are already too inert more passive still; it renders wholly reck- 
less those whose energy is already m excess. All through history we 
find how subjectivism, as soon as it has a free career, exhausts itself 
in every sort of spiritual, moral, and practical license. Its optimism 
turns to an ethical indifference, which infallibly brings dissolution 
in its train. It is perfectly safe to say now that if the Hegelian gnos- 
ticism, which has begun to show itself here and in Great Britain, 
were to become a popular philosophy, as it once was in Germany, 
it would certainly develop its left wing here as there, and produce 
a reaction of disgust. Already I have heard a graduate of this very 
school express in the pulpit his willingness to sin like David, if only 
he might repent like David. You m^y tell me he was only sowing 
his wild, or rather his tame, oats; and perhaps he was. But the 
point is that in the subjectivistic or gnostical philosophy oat-sowing, 
wild or tame, becomes a systematic necessity and the chief function 
of life After the pure and classic truths, the exciting and rancid 
ones must be experienced; and if the stupid virtues of the philistine 
herd do not then come in and save society from the infiuence of 
the children of light, a sort of inward putrefaction becomes its 
inevitable doom. 

Look at the last runnings of the romantic school, as we see them 
in that strange contemporary Parisian literature, with which we of 
the less clever countries are so often driven to rinse out our minds 
after they have become clogged with the dulness and heaviness of 
our native pursuits. The romantic school began with the worship 
of subjective sensibility and the revolt against legality of which 
Rousseau was the first great prophet: and through various fluxes 
and refluxes, right wings and left wings, it stands today with two 
men of genius, M. Renan and M. Zola, as its principal exponents — 
one speaking with its masculine, and the other with what might be 
called its feminine, voice. I prefer not to think now of less noble 
members of the school, and the Renan I have in mind is of course 
the Renan of latest dates. As I have used the term gnostic, both he 
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and Zola are gnostics of the most pronounced sort. Both are athirst 
for the facts of life, and both think the facts of human sensibility to 
be of all facts the most worthy of attention. Both agree, moreover, 
that sensibility seems to be there for no higher purpose — certainly 
not, as the Philistines say, for the sake of bringing mere outward 
rights to pass and frustrating outward wrongs. One dwells on the 
sensibilities for their energy, the other for their sweetness; one speaks 
with a voice of bronze, the other with that of an i^han harp, one 
ruggedly ignores the distinction of good and evil, the other plays 
the coquette between the craven unmanliness of his Philosophic 
Dialogues and the butterfly optimism of his Souvenirs de Jeunesse. But 
under the pages of both there sounds incessantly the hoarse bass of 
vanitas vanitatum, omnia vamtas, which the reader may hear, whenever 
he will, between the lines. No writer of this French romantic school 
has a word of rescue from the hour of satiety with the things of life — 
the hour in which we say, “I take no pleasure in them” — or from 
the hour of terror at the world’s vast meaningless grinding, if per- 
chance such hours should come. For terror and satiety are facts of 
sensibility like any others; and at their own hour they reign in their 
own right. The heart of the romantic utterances, whether poetical, 
critical, or historical, is this inward remedilessness, what Carlyle 
calls this far-off whimpering of wail and woe And from this roman- 
tic state of mind there is absolutely no possible theoretic escape. 
Whether, like Renan, we look upon life in a more refined way, as 
a romance of the spirit; or whether, like the friends of M. Zola, we 
pique ourselves on our “scientific” and “analytic” character, and 
prefer to be cynical, and call the world a roman experimental 
on an infinite scale — in either case the world appears to us poten- 
tially as what the same Carlyle once called it, a vast, gloomy, 
solitary Golgotha and mill of death. 

The only escape is by the practiced way. And since I have men- 
tioned the nowadays much-reviled name of Carlyle, let me mention 
it once more, and say it is the way of his teaching. No matter for 
Carlyle’s life, no matter for a great deal of his writing. What was 
the most important thing he said to us? He said: “Hang your sensi- 
bilities! Stop your snivelling complaints, and your equally snivel- 
ling raptures! Leave off your general emotional tomfoolery, and 
get to WORK like men!” But this means a complete rupture with 
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the subjectivist philosophy of things. It says conduct, and not sensi- 
bility, is the ultimate fact for our recognition With the vision of 
certain works to be done, of certain outward changes to be wrought 
or resisted, it says our intellectual horizon terminates. No matter 
how we succeed in doing these outward duties, whether gladly and 
spontaneously, or heavily and unwillingly, do them we somehow 
must; for the leaving of them undone is perdition. No matter how 
we feel; if we are only faithful in the outward act and refuse to do 
wrong, the world will in so far be safe, and we quit of our debt 
toward it. Take, then, the yoke upon our shoulders; bend our neck 
beneath the heavy legality of its weight, regard something else than 
our feeling as our limit, our master, and our law, be willing to live 
and die in its service — and, at a stroke, we have passed from the 
subjective into the objective philosophy of things, much as one 
awakens from some feverish dream, full of bad lights and noises, 
to find one’s self bathed in the sacred coolness and quiet of the air 
of the night. 

But what is the essence of this philosophy of objective conduct, 
so old-fashioned and finite, but so chaste and sane and strong, when 
compared with its romantic rival’ It is the recognition of limits, 
foreign and opaque to our understanding It is the willingness, 
after bringing about some external good, to feel at peace; for our 
responsibility ends with the performance of that duty, and the bur- 
den of the rest we may lay on higher powers • 

Look to thyself, O Universe, 

Thou art better and not worse — 
we may say in that philosophy, the moment we have done our stroke 
of conduct, however small For in the view of that philosophy the 
universe belongs to a plurality of semi-independent forces, each one 
of which may help or hinder, and be helped or hindered by, the 
operations of the rest. 


But this brings us right back, after such a long detour, to the 
question of indeterminism and to the conclusion of all I came here 
to say tonight. For the only consistent way of representing a plural- 

*The burden, for example, of seeing to it that the end of all our righteousness be 
some pontive universal gain. 
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ism and a world whose parts may alTect one another through their 
conduct being either good or bad is the indeterministic way. What 
interest, zest, or excitement can there be in achieving the right way, 
unless we are enabled to feel that the wrong way is also a possible 
and a natural way — nay, more, a menacing and an imminent way? 
And what sense can there be in condemning ourselves for taking 
the wrong way, unless we need have done nothing of the sort, unless 
the right way was open to us as well? I cannot understand the wil- 
lingness to act, no matter how we feel, without the belief that acts 
are really good and bad. I cannot understand the belief that an 
act is bad, without regret at its happening. I cannot understand 
regret without the admission of real, genuine possibilities in the 
world Only then is it other than a mockery to feel, after we have 
failed to do our best, that an irreparable opportunity is gone from 
the universe, the loss of which it must forever after mourn. 

If you insist that this is all superstition, that possibility is in the 
eye of science and reason impossibility, and that if I act badly *118 
that the universe was foredoomed to suffer this defect, you fall right 
back into the dilemma, the labyrinth, of pessimism and subjectiv- 
ism, from out of whose toils we have just wound our way. 

Now, we are of course free to fall back, if we please. For my own 
part, though, whatever difficulties may beset the philosophy of 
objective right and wrong, and the indeterminism it seems to imply, 
determinism, with its alternative of pessimism or romanticism, con- 
tains difficulties that are greater still. But you will remember that 
I expressly repudiated awhile ago the pretension to offer any argu- 
ments which could be coercive in a so-called scientific fashion in 
this matter And I consequently find myself, at the end of this long 
talk, obliged to state my conclusions in an altogether personal way. 
This personal method of appeal seems to be among the very condi- 
tions of the problem; and the most any one can do is to confess as 
candidly as he can the grounds for the faith that is in him, and leave 
his example to work on others as it may. 

Let me, then, without circumlocution say just this. The world 
is enigmatical enough in all conscience, whatever theory we may 
take up toward it. The indeterminism I defend, the free-will theory 
of popular sense based on the judgment of regret, represents that 
world as vulnerable, and liable to be injured by certain of its parts 
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if they act wrong. And it represents their acting wrong as a matter 
of possibility or accident, neither inevitable nor yet to be infallibly 
warded off. In all this, it is a theory devoid either of transparency 
or of stability. It gives us a pluralistic, restless universe, in which 
no single point of view can ever take in the whole scene; and to a 
mind possessed of the love of unity at any cost, it will, no doubt, 
remain forever inacceptable A friend with such a mind once told 
me that the thought of my universe made him sick, like the sight 
of the horrible motion of a mass of maggots in their carrion bed. 

But while I freely admit that the pluralism and the restlessness 
are repugnant and irrational in a certain way, I find that every 
alternative to them is irrational in a deeper way. The indetermin- 
ism with its maggots, if you please to speak so about it, offends only 
the native absolutism of my intellect — an absolutism which, after 
ail, perhaps, deserves to be snubbed and kept in check. But the 
determinism with its necessary carrion, to continue the figure of 
speech, and with no possible maggots to eat the latter up, violates 
my sense of moral reality through and through. When, for example, 
I imagine such carrion as the Brockton murder, I cannot conceive 
it as an act by which the universe, as a whole, logically and neces- 
sarily expresses its nature without shrinking from complicity with 
such a whole And I deliberately refuse to keep on terms of loyalty 
with the universe by saying blankly that the murder, since it does 
flow from the nature of the whole, is not carrion. There are some 
instinctive reactions which I, for one, will not tamper with. The 
only remaining alternative, the attitude of gnostical romanticism, 
wrenches my personal instincts in quite as violent a way. It falsifies 
the simple objectivity of their deliverance. It makes the goose-flesh 
the murder excites in me a sufficient reason for the perpetration of 
the crime. It transforms life from a tragic reality into an insincere 
melodramatic exhibition, as foul or as tawdry as any one’s diseased 
curiosity pleases to carry it out. And with its consecration of the 
roman naturabste state of mind, and its enthronement of the 
baser crew of Parisian httirateuTS among the eternally indispensable 
organs by which the infinite spirit of things attains to that subjec- 
tive illumination which is the task of its life, it leaves me in presence 
of a sort of subjective carrion considerably more noisome than the 
objective carrion I called it in to take away. 
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No! better a thousand times, than such systematic corruption 
of our moral sanity, the plainest pessimism, so that it be straight- 
forward; but better far than that the world of chance. Make as 
great an uproar about chance as you please, I know that chance 
means pluralism and nothing more. If some of the members of the 
pluralism are bad, the philosophy of pluralism, whatever broad 
views it may deny me, permits me, at least, to turn to the other 
members with a clean breast of affection and an unsophisticated 
moral sense. And if I still wish to think of the world as a totality, 
it lets me feel that a world with a chance in it of being altogether 
good, even if the chance never come to pass, is better than a world 
with no such chance at all That “chance” whose very notion I 
am exhorted and conjured to banish from my view of the future as 
the suicide of reason concerning it, that “chance” is — what? Just 
this — the chance that in moral respects the future may be other 
and better than the past has been. This is the only chance we have 
any motive for supposing to exist Shame, rather, on its repudia- 
tion and its denial ! For its presence is the vital air which lets th^ 
world live, the salt which keeps it sweet. 


And here I might legitimately stop, having expressed all I care 
to see admitted by others tonight. But I know that if I do stop here, 
misapprehensions will remain in the minds of some of you, and keep 
all I have said from having its effect; so I judge it best to add a 
few more words 

In the first place, in spite of all my explanations, the word 
“chance” will still be giving trouble. Though you may your- 
selves be adverse to the deterministic doctrine, you wish a pleas- 
anter word than “chance” to name the opposite doctrine by; and 
you very likely consider my preference for such a word a perverse 
sort of a partiality on my part. It certainly is a bad word to make 
converts with; and you wish I had not thrust it so butt-foremost at 
you — you wish to use a milder term. 

Well, I admit there may be just a dash of perversity in its choice. 
The spectacle of the -mere word-grabbing game played by the soft 
determinists has perhaps driven me too violently the other way; 
and, rather than be found wrangling with them for the good words. 
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I am willing to take the first bad one which comes along, provided 
it be unequivocal. The question is of things, not of eulogistic names 
for them; and the best word is the one that enables men to know the 
quickest whether they disagree or not about the things. But the 
word “chance,” with its singular negativity, is just the word for 
this purpose. Whoever uses it instead of “freedom,” squarely and 
resolutely gives up all pretence to control the things he says are 
free. For htm, he confesses that they are no better than mere chance 
would be. It is a word of impotence, and is therefore the only sincere 
word we can use, if, in granting freedom to certain things, we grant 
it honesdy, and really risk the game “Who chooses me must give 
and forfeit all he hath ” Any other word permits of quibbling, and 
lets us, after the fashion of the soft determinists, make a pretence of 
restoring the caged bird to liberty with one hand, while with the 
other we anxiously tie a string to its leg to make sure it does not get 
beyond our sight. 

But now you will bring up your final doubt. Does not the admis- 
sion of such an unguaranteed chance or freedom preclude utterly 
the notion of a Providence governing the worldi* Does it not leave 
the fate of the universe at the mercy of the chance-possibilities, and 
so far insecure^ Does it not, in short, deny the craving of our nature 
for an ultimate peace behind all tempests, for a blue zenith above 
all clouds? 

To this my answer must be very brief. The belief m free will is 
not in the least incompatible with the belief in Providence, provided 
you do not restrict the Providence to fulminating nothing but fatal 
decrees If you allow him. to provide possibilities as well as actuali- 
ties to the universe, and to carry on his own thinking in those two 
categories just as we do ours, chances may be there, uncontrolled 
even by him, and the course of the universe be really ambiguous; 
and yet the end of all things may be just what he intended it to be 
from all eternity. 

An analogy will make the meanmg of this clear Suppose two 
men before a chessboard — the one a novice, the other an expert 
player of the game. The expert intends to beat. But he cannot 
foresee exacdy what any one actual move of his adversary may be. 
He knows, however, all the possible moves of the latter; and he knows 
in advance how to meet each of them by a move of his own which 
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leads in the direction of victory. And the victory infallibly arrives, 
after no matter how devious a course, in the one predestined form 
of check-mate to the novice’s king. 

Let now the novice stand for us finite free agents, and the expert 
for the infinite mind in which the universe lies. Suppose the latter 
to be thinking out his universe before he actually creates it. Sup- 
pose him to say, I will lead things to a certain end, but I will not 
noij;!® decide on all the steps thereto. At various points, ambiguous 
possibilities shall be left open, either of which, at a given instant, 
may become actual. But whichever branch of these bifurcations 
become real, I know what I shall do at the next bifurcation to keep 
things from drifting away from the final result I intend.*^ 

The creator’s plan of the universe would thus be left blank as to 
many of its actual details, but all possibilities would be marked 
down. The realization of some of these would be left absolutely to 
chance, that is, would only be determined when the moment of 
realization came Other possibilities would be contingently dete^ 

^"This of course leaves the creative mind subject to the law of time And to any 
one who masts on the timelessness of that mind I have no reply to make A mind 
to whom all time is simultaneously present must see all things under the form of 
actuality, or under some form to us unknown If he thinks certain moments as 
ambiguous m their content while future, he must amultaneously know how the 
ambigmty will have been decided when they are past So that none of his mental 
judgments can posably be called hypothetical, and his world is one from which 
chance is excluded Is not, however, the timeless mind rather a gratuitous fiction? 
And is not the notion of etermty being given at a stroke to ommscience only just 
another way of whackmg upon us the block-umverse, and of denymg that possi- 
bihties exist? — just the point to be proved To say that time is an illusory appear- 
ance is only a roundabout manner of saying there is no real plurality, and that the 
frame of things is an absolute unit Admit plurahty, and tune may be its form. 

^'And this of course means “miraculous” interposition, but not necessarily of 
the gross sort our fathers took such delight in representing, and which has so lost 
its magic for us Emerson quotes some Eastern sage as saymg that if evil were 
really done under the sun, the sky would incontinently shnvel to a snakeskin and 
cast it out m spasms But, says, Emerson, the spasms of Nature are years and 
centuries, and it will tax man’s patience to wait so long We may think of the 
reserved possibilities God keeps m his own hand, under as invisible and molecular 
and slowly self-summating a form as we please. We may think of them as coun- 
teractmg human agenaes which he inspires ad hoc. In short, signs and wonders 
and convulsions of the earth and sky are not the only neutralizers of obstrucdon 
to a god’s plans of which it is possible to think. 
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mined; that is, their decision would have to wait till it was seen 
how the matters of absolute chance fell out. But the rest of the 
plan, including its final upshot, would be rigorously determined 
once for all. So the creator himself would not need to know all 
the details of actuality until they came; and at any time his own 
view of the world would be a view partly of facts and pardy of possi- 
bilities, exactly as ours is now. Of one thing, however, he might 
be certain: and that is that his world was safe, and that no matter 
how much it might zig-zag he could surely bring it home at last. 

Now, it is entirely immaterial, in this scheme, whether the crea- 
tor leave the absolute chance-possibilities to be decided by himself, 
each when its proper moment arrives, or whether, on the contrary, 
he alienate this power from himself, and leave the decision out and 
I out to finite creatures such as we men are The great point is that 
1 the possibilities are really here. Whether it be we who solve them, 
or he working through us, at those soul-trying moments when fate’s 
scales seem to quiver, and good snatches the victory from evil or 
shrinks nerveless from the fight, is of small account, so long as we 
admit that the usue is decided nowhere else than here and now. 
That IS what gives the palpitating reality to our moral life and makes 
it tingle, as Mr Mallock says, with so strange and elaborate an 
excitement This reality, this excitement, are what the determin- 
isms, hard and soft alike, suppress by their denial that anything is 
decided here and now, and their dogma that all things were fore- 
doomed and settled long ago If it be so, may you and I then have 
been foredoomed to the error of continuing to believe in liberty.** 
It is fortunate for the winding up of controversy that in every dis- 
cussion with determinism this argumentum ad hominem can be its 
adversary’s last word 

^'As long as languages contain a future perfect tense, determinists, following the 
bent of lasmesB or passion, the hnes of least resistance, can reply in that tense, 
saying, “It will have been fated,” to the still small voice which urges an opposite 
course; and thus excuse themselves from effort in a quite unanswerable way. x 
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The main purpose of this paper is to show that there is no such 
I thing possible as an ethical philosophy dogmatically made up in 
advance. We all help to determine the content of ethical philosophy 
so far as we contribute to the race’s moral life. In other words, there 
can be no final truth in ethics any more than in physics, until the 
last man has had his experience and said his say. In the one case 
as in the other, however, the hypotheses which we now make while 
waiting, and the acts to which they prompt us, are among the 
indispensable conditions which determine what that “say” shall 
be. 

First of all, what is the position of him who seeks an ethical 
philosophy? To begin with, he must be distinguished from all 
those who are satisfied to be ethical sceptics He will not be a scep- 
tic, therefore so far from ethical scepticism being one possible fruit 
of ethical philosophizing, it can only be regarded as that residual 
alternative to all philosophy which from the outset menaces every 
would-be philosopher who may give up the quest discouraged, 
and renounce his original aim. That aim is to find an account of 
the moral relations that obtain among things, which will weave 
them into the unity of a stable system, and make of the world what 
one may call a genuine universe from the ethical point of view. 
So far as the world resists reduction to the form of unity, so far as 
ethical propositions seem unstable, so far does the philosopher fail 
of his ideal. The subject-matter of his study is the ideals he finds 
existing in the world; the purpose which guides him is this ideal 
of his own, of getting them into a certain form. This ideal is thus 
a factor in ethical philosophy whose legitimate presence must never 
be overlooked; it is a positive contribution which the philosopher 

*An Addz«s3 to the Yale Philosophical Club, published in the IntematUnuU 
Journal Ethia, April, 1891. 
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what is mem aad vulgar? If a man has shot his wife’s paramour, by 
reason of what subtile repugnancy in things is it that we are so dis- 
gusted when we hear that the wife and the husband have made it 
up and are living comfortably together again? Or if the hypothesis 
were offered us of a world in which Messrs. Fourier’s and Bellamy’s 
and Morris’s utopias should all be outdone, and millions kept per- 
manently happy on the one simple condition that a certain lost 
soul on the far-off edge of thinp should lead a life of lonely torture, 
what except a specifical and independent sort of emotion can it be 
which would make us immediately feel, even though an impulse 
arose within us to clutch at the happiness so offered, how hideous 
a thing would be its enjoyment when deliberately accepted as the 
fruit of such a bargain? To what, once more, but subtile brain- 
born feelings of discord can be due all these recent protests against 
the entire race-tradition of retributive justice? — I refer to Tolstoi 
with his ideas of non-resistance, to Mr. Bellamy with his substitu- 
tion of oblivion for repentance (in his novel of Dr. Heidenhain’s 
Process), to M. Guyau with his radical condemnation of the puni- 
tive ideal. All these subtdeties of the moral sensibility go as much 
beyond what can be ciphered out from the “laws of association’’ 
as the delicacies of sentiment possible between a pair of young lovers 
go beyond such precepts of the “etiquette to be observed during 
engagement” as are printed in manuals of social form. 

No! Purely inward forces are certainly at work here. All the 
higher, more penetrating ideals are revolutionary. They present 
themselves far less in the guise of effects of past experience than in 
that of probable causes of future experience, factors to which the 
environment and the lessons it has so far taught us must learn to 
bend. 

This is all I can say of the psychological question now. In the 
last chapter of a recent work’ I have sought to prove in a general 
way the existence, in our thought, of relations which do not merely 
repeat the couplings of experience Our ideals have certainly many 
sources. They are not all explicable as signifying corporesJ pleas- 
ures to be gained, and pains to be escaped. And for having so con- 
stantly perceived this psychological fact, we must applaud the intui- 
tionist school. Whether or not such applause must be extended to 

*Tke Principles of Psychology, New York, H. Holt & Co. 1890. 
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that school’s other characteristics will appear as we take up the 
following questions. 

The next one in order is the metaphysical question, of what we 
mean by the words “obligation,” “good,” and “ill.” 


II 

First of 2ill, it appears that such words can have no application 
or relevancy in a world in which no sentient life exists. Imagine 
an absolutely material world, containing only physical and chemi- 
cal facts, and existing from eternity without a God, without even 
an interested spectator would there be any sense in saying of that 
world that one of its states is better than another? Or if there were 
two such worlds possible, would there be any rhyme or reason in 
calling one good and the other bad — good or bad positively, I 
mean, and apart from the fact that one might relate itself better 
than the other to the philosopher’s private interests? But we must 
leave these private interests out of the account, for the philosopher 
IS a mental fact, and we are asking whether goods and evils and 
obligations exist in physical facts per se Surely there is no status 
for good and evil to exist in, in a purely insentient world. How 
can one physical fact, considered simply as a physical fact, be “bet- 
ter” than another? Betterness is not a physical relation. In its 
mere material capacity, a thing can no more be good or bad than 
It can be pleasant or painful. Good for what? Good for the pro- 
duction of another physical fact, do you say? But what in a purely 
physical universe demands the production of that other fact? Phys- 
ical facts simply are or are not; and neither when present or absent, 
can they be supposed to make demands If they do, they can only 
do so by having desires; and then they have ceased to be purely 
physical facts, and have become facts of conscious sensibility. 
Goodness, badness, and obligation must be realized somewhere in 
order really to exist, and the first step in ethical philosophy is to 
see that no merely inorganic “nature of things” can realize them. 
Neither moral relations nor the moral law can swing in vacuo. 
Their only habitat can be a mind which feels them; and no world 
composed of merely physical facts can possibly be a world to which 
ethical propositions apply. 
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The moment one sentient being, however, is made a part of the 
universe, there is a chance for goods and evils really to exist Moral 
relations now have their status, in that being’s consciousness. So 
far as he feels anything to be good, he makes it good. It tr good, for 
him; and being good for him, is absolutely good, for he is the sole 
creator of values in that universe, and outside of his opinion things 
have no moral character at all. 

In such a universe as that it would of course be absurd to raise 
the question of whether the solitary thinker’s judgments of good 
and ill are true or not. Truth supposes a standard outside of the 
thinker to which he must conform, but here the thinker is a sort of 
divinity, subject to no higher judge Let us call the supposed uni- 
verse which he inhabits a moral solitude In such a moral solitude 
it is clear that there can be no outward obligation, and that the only 
trouble the god-like thinker is liable to have will be over the con- 
sistency of his own several ideals with one another Some of these 
will no doubt be more pungent and appealing than the rest, their 
goodness will have a profounder, more penetrating taste; they will 
return to haunt him with more obstinate regrets if violated So 
the thinker will have to order his life with them as its chief deter- 
minants, or else remain inwardly discordant and unhappy Into 
whatever equilibrium he may settle, though, and however he may 
straighten out his system, it will be a right system; for beyond the 
facts of his own subjectivity there is nothing moral in the world 

If now we introduce a second thinker with his likes and dislikes 
into the universe, the ethical situation becomes much more complex, 
and several possibilities are immediately seen to obtain.^ 

One of these is that the thinkers may ignore each other’s attitude 
about good and evil altogether, and each continue to indulge his 
own preferences, indifferent to what the other may feel or do In 
such a case we have a world with twice as much of the ethical quality 
in it as our moral solitude, only it is without ethical unity The 
same object is good or bad there, according as you measure it by 
the view which this one or that one of the thinkers takes Nor can 
you find any possible ground in such a world for saying that one 
thinker’s opinion is more correct than the other’s, or that either has 
the truer moral sense. Such a world, in short, is not a moral uni- 
verse but a moral dualism. Not only is there no single point of 
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View within it from which the values of things can 'be unequivocally 
judged, but there is not even a demand for such a point of view, 
since the two thinkers are supposed to be indifferent to each other’s 
thoughts and acts. Multiply the thinkers into a pluralism, and we 
find realized for us in the ethical sphere something like that world 
which the antique sceptics conceived of — in which individual 
minds are the measures of all things, and in which no one “objec- 
tive” truth, but only a multitude of “subjective” opinions, can be 
found 

But this is the kind of world with which the philosopher, so long 
as he holds to the hope of a philosophy, will not put up. Among 
the various ideals represented, there must be, he thinks, some which 
have the more truth or authority, and to these the others ought to 
yield, so that system and subordination may reign. Here in the 
word “ought” the notion of obligation comes emphatically into view, 
and the next thing in order must be to make its meaning clear. 


Since the outcome of the discussion so far has been to show us 
that nothing can be good or right except so far as some conscious- 
ness feels it to be good or thinks it to be right, we perceive on the 
very threshold that the real superiority and authority which are 
postulated by the philosopher to reside in some of the opinions, and 
the really inferior character which he supposes must belong to others, 
cannot be explained by any abstract moral “nature of things” exist- 
ing antecedently to the concrete thinkers themselves with their 
ideals Like the positive attributes good and bad, the comparative 
ones better and worse must be realized in order to be real If one 
ideal judgment be objectively better than another, that betterness 
must be made flesh by being lodged concretely in some one’s actual 
perception. It cannot float in the atmosphere, for it is not a sort 
of meteorological phenomenon, like the aurora borealis or the zodi- 
acal light. Its esse is percipi, like the esse of the ideals themselves 
between which it obtains. The philosopher, therefore, who seeks 
to know which ideal ought to have supreme weight and which one 
ought to be subordinated, must trace the ought itself to the de facto 
constitution of some existing consciousness, behind which, as one 
of the data of the universe, he as a purely ethical philosopher is 



72 


ESSAYS IN PRAOMATISU 


unable to go. This consciousness must make the one ideal right by 
feeling it to be right, the other, wrong by feeling it to be wrong. 
But nowr wrhat particular consciousness in the universe can enjoy 
this prerogative of obliging others to conform to a rule wrhich it lays 
down? 

If one of the thinkers were obviously divine, while all the rest 
were human, there would probably be no practical dispute about 
the matter. The divine thought would be the model, to which the 
others should conform. But still the theoretic question would 
remain. What is the ground of the obligation, even here'* 

In our first essays at answering this question, there is an inevitable 
tendency to slip into an assumption which ordinary men follow 
when they are disputing with one another about questions of good 
and bad. They imagine an abstract moral order in which the objec* 
tive truth resides; and each tries to prove that this pre-existing order 
is more accurately reflected in his own ideas than in those of his 
adversary. It is because one disputant is backed by this overarching 
abstract order that we think the other should submit. Even so, 
when it is a question no longer of two finite thinkers, but of God 
and ourselves — we follow our usual habit, and imagine a sort of 
de jure relation, which antedates and overarches the mere facts, and 
would make it right that we should conform our thoughts to God’s 
thoughts, even though he made no claim to that effect, and though 
we preferred de facto to go on thinking for ourselves. 

But the moment we take a steady look at the question, we see not 
only that without a claim actually made by some concrete person there can be 
no obligation, but that there is some obligation wherever there is a claim. 
Claim and obligation are, in fact, coextensive terms; they cover 
each other exactly. Our ordinary attitude of regarding ourselves 
as subject to an overarching system of moral relations, true “in 
themselves,” is therefore either an out-and-out superstition, or else 
it must be treated as a merely provisional abstraction from that real 
Thinker in whose actual demand upon us to think as he does our 
obligation must be ultimately based. In a theistic-ethical philosophy 
that thinker in question is, of course, the Deity to whom the exist- 
ence of the universe is due. 

I know well how hard it is for those who are accustomed to what 
I have called the superstitious view, to realize that every de facto 
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claim creates in so far forth an obligation. We inveterately think 
that something which we call the “validity” of the claim is what 
gives to it its obligatory character, and that this validity is something 
outside of the claim’s mere existence as a matter of fact. It rains 
down upon the claim, we think, from some sublime dimension of 
being, which the moral law inhabits, much as upon the steel of the 
compass-needle the influence of the Pole rains down from out of 
the starry heavens. But again, how can such an inorganic abstract 
character of imperativeness, additional to the imperativeness which 
IS in the concrete claim itself, exist? Take any demand, however 
slight, which any creature, however weak, may make. Ought it 
not, for its own sole sake, to be satisfied? If not, prove why not. 
The only possible kind of proof you could adduce would be the 
exhibition of another creature who should make a demand that 
ran the other way. The only possible reason there can be why any 
phenomenon ought to exist is that such a phenomenon actually 
is desired. Any desire is imperative to the extent of its amount; 
It makes itself valid by the fact that it exists at all. Some desires, 
truly enough, are small desires; they are put forward by insig- 
nificant persons, and we customarily make light of the obligations 
which they bring But the fact that such personal demands as these 
impose small obligations does not keep the largest obligations from 
being personal demands. 

If we must talk impersonally, to be sure we can say that “the 
universe” requires, exacts, or makes obligatory such or such an 
action, whenever it expresses itself through the desires of such or 
such a creature But it is better not to talk about the universe in 
this personified way, unless we believe in a universal or divine con- 
sciousness which actually exists. If there be such a consciousness, 
then its demands carry the most of obligation simply because they 
arc the greatest in amount. But it is even then not abstractly right 
that we should respect them. It is only concretely right — or right 
after the fact, and by virtue of the fact, that they are actually made. 
Suppose we do not respect them, as seems largely to be the case in 
this queer world. That ought not to be, we say; that is wrong. 
But in what way is this fact of wrongness made more acceptable or 
intelligible when we imagine it to consist rather in fhe laceration of 
an a priori ideal order than in the disappointment of a living personal 
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God? .Do we, perhaps, think that we cover God and protect him 
and make his impotence over us less ultimate, when we back him 
up with this a prtort blanket from which he may draw some warmth 
of further appeal? But the only force of appeal to us, which either 
a living God or an abstract ideal order can wield, is found in the 
“everlasting ruby vaults” of our own human hearts, as they happen 
to beat responsive and not irresponsive to the claim. So far as they 
do feel it when made by a living consciousness, it is life answering to 
life. A claim thus livingly acknowledged is acknowledged with a 
solidity and fulness which no thought of an “ideal” backing can 
render more complete; while if, on the other hand, the heart’s 
response is withheld, the stubborn phenomenon is there of an impo- 
tence in the claims which the umverse embodies, which no talk 
about an eternal nature of things can gloze over or dispel An 
ineffective a priori order is as impotent a thing as an ineffective God, 
and in the eye of philosophy, it is as hard a thing to explain. 


We may now consider that what we distinguished as the meta- 
physical question in ethical philosophy is sufficiently answered, and 
that we have learned what the words “good,” “bad,” and “obliga- 
tion” severally mean. They mean no absolute natures, independ- 
ent of personal support. They are objects of feeling and desire, 
which have no foothold or anchorage in Being, apart from the exist- 
ence of actually living minds 

Wherever such minds exist, with judgments of good and ill, and 
demands upon one another, there is an ethical world in its essen- 
tial features Were all other things, gods and men and starry 
heavens, blotted out from this universe, and were there left but 
one rock with two loving souls upon it, that rock would have as 
thoroughly moral a constitution as any possible world which the 
eternities and immensities could harbor. It would be a tragic con- 
stitution, because the rock’s inhabitants would die But while they 
lived, there would be real good things and real bad things in the 
universe; there would be obligations, claims, and expectations; 
obediences, refusals, and disappointments, compunctions and long- 
ings for harmony to come again, and inward peace of conscience 
when it was restored; there would, in short, be a moral life, whose 



THE MORAL PHILOSOPHER AND THE MORAL LIFE 75 

active energy would have no limit but the intensity of interest in 
each other with which the hero and heroine might be endowed. 

We, on this terrestrial globe, so far as the visible facts'go, are 
just like the inhabitants of such a rock. Whether a God exist, or 
whether no God exist, in yon blue heaven above us bent, we form 
at any rate an ethical republic here below. And the first reflection 
which this leads to is that ethics have as genuine and real a foothold 
in a universe where the highest consciousness is human, as in a 
universe where there is a God as well. “The religion of human- 
ity” affords a basis for ethics as well as theism does Whether the 
purely human system can gratify the philosopher’s demand as well 
as the other is a different question, which we ourselves must answer 
ere we close. 


Ill 

The last fundamental question in Ethics was, it will be remem- 
bered, the casuistic question. Here we are, in a world where the 
existence of a divine thinker has been and perhaps always will be 
doubted by some of the lookers-on, and where, in spite of the pres- 
ence of a large number of ideals in which human beings agree, 
there are a mass of others about which no general consensus obtains. 
It IS hardly necessary to present a literary picture of this, for the 
facts are too well known The wars of the flesh and the spirit in 
each man, the concupiscences of different individuals pursuing the 
same unshareable material or social prizes, the ideals which con- 
trast so according to races, circumstances, temperaments, philosoph- 
ical beliefs, etc — all form a maze of apparently inextricable con- 
fusion with no obvious Ariadne’s thread to lead one out. Yet the 
philosopher, just because he is a philosopher, adds his own peculiar 
ideal to the confusion (with which if he were willing to be a sceptic 
he would be passably content), and insists that over all these indi- 
vidual opinions there is a system of truth which he can discover if he 
only takes sufficient pains 

We stand ourselves at present in the place of that philosopher, 
and must not fail to realize all the features that the situation com- 
ports. In the first place we will not be sceptics, we hold to it that 
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there is a truth to be ascertained. But in the second place we have 
just gained the insight that that truth cannot be a self-proclaiming 
set of laws, or an abstract “moral reason,” but can only exist in 
act, or in the shape of an opinion held by some thinker really to be 
found There is, however, no visible thinker invested with author- 
ity. Shall we then simply proclaim our own ideals as the lawgiving 
ones? No; for if we are true philosophers we must throw our own 
spontaneous ideals, even the dearest, impartially in with that total 
mass of ideals which are fairly to be judged But how then can we 
as philosophers ever find a test; how avoid complete moral scepti- 
cism on the one hand, and on the other escape bringing a wayward 
personal standard of our own along with us, on which we simply 
pin our faith? 

The dilemma is a hard one, nor does it grow a bit more easy as 
we revolve it in our minds The entire undertaking of the philoso- 
pher obliges him to seek an impartial test. That test, however, 
must be incarnated in the demand of some actually existent person, 
and how can he pick out the person save by an act in which his 
own sympathies and prepossessions are implied? 

One method indeed presents itself, and has as a matter of history 
been taken by the more serious ethical schools If the heap of 
things demanded proved on inspection less chaotic than at first 
they seemed, if they furnished their own relative test and measure, 
then the casuistic problem would be solved. If it were found that 
all goods qu& goods contained a common essence, then the amount 
of this essence involved in any one good would show its rank in the 
scale of goodness, and order could be quickly made; for this essence 
would be the good upon which all thinkers were agreed, the rela- 
tively objective and universal good that the philosopher seeks 
Even his own private ideals would be measured by their share of 
it, and find their rightful place among the rest. 

Various essences of good have thus been found and proposed as 
bases of the ethical system. Thus, to be a mean between two 
extremes, to be recognized by a special intuitive faculty; to make 
the agent happy for the moment; to make others as well as him 
happy in the long run; to add to his perfection or dignity, to harm 
no one; to follow from reason or flow from universal law; to be in 
accordance with the will of God; to promote the survival of the 



THE MORAL PHILOSOPHER AND THE MORAL LIFE 


77 


human species on this pkinet — are so many tests, each of which 
has been mainteuned by somebody to constitute the essence of all 
good things or actions so far as they are good 

No one of the measures that have been actually proposed has, 
however, given general satisfaction Some are obviously not um- 
versally present in all cases — eg, the character of harming no one, 
or that of following a universal law; for the best course is often 
cruel; and many acts are reckoned good on the sole condition that 
they be exceptions, and serve not as examples of a universal law. 
Other characters, such as following the will of God, are unascer- 
tainable and vague. Others again, like survival, are quite indeter- 
minate in their consequences, and leave us in the lurch where we 
most need their help* a philosopher of the Sioux Nation, for exam- 
ple, will be certain to use the survival-criterion in a very different 
way from ourselves. The best, on the whole, of these marks and 
measures of goodness seems to be the capacity to bring happiness. 
But in order not to break down fatally, this test must be taken to 
cover innumerable acts and impulses that never aim at happiness; 
so that, after all, in seeking for a universal principle we inevitably 
are carried onward to the most universal principle — that the essence 
, of good IS simply to satisfy demand The demand may be for anything 
under the sun. There is really no more ground for supposing that 
all our demands can be accounted for by one universal underlying 
kind of motive than there is ground for supposing that all physical 
phenomena are cases of a single law The elementary forces in 
ethics are probably as plural as those of physics are. The various 
ideals have no common character apart from the fact that they are 
ideals. No single abstract principle can be so used as to yield to 
the philosopher anything like a scientifically accurate and genuinely 
useful casuistic scale. 


A look at another peculiarity of the ethical universe, as we find 
It, will still fyrther show us the philosopher’s perplexities. As a 
purely theoretic problem, namely, the casuistic question would 
hardly ever come up at all. If the ethical philosopher were only 
asking after the best imaginable system of goods he would indeed 
have an easy task; for all demands as such are prima facie respe'ctai 
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ble, and the best simply imaginary world would be one in which 
every demand was gratified as soon as made. Such a world Would, 
however, have to have a physical constitution entirely different 
from that of the one which we inhabit. It would need not only a 
space, but a time, of n-dimensions, to include all the acts and 
experiences incompatible with one another here below, which 
would then go on in conjunction — such as spending our- money, 
yet growing rich; taking our holiday, yet getting ahead with our 
work; shooting and fishing, yet doing no hurt to the beasts, gain- 
ing no end of experience, yet keeping our youthful freshness of 
heart; and the like There can be no question that such a system 
of things, however brought about, would be the absolutely ideal 
system; and that if a philosopher could create universes a prion, 
and provide all the mechanical conditions, that is the sort of uni- 
verse which he should unhesitatingly create. 

But this world of ours is made on an entirely different pattern, 
and the casuistic question here is most tragically practical The 
actually possible in this world is vastly narrower than all that is 
demanded, and there is always a pinch between the ideal and the 
actual which can only be got through by leaving part of the ideal 
ibehmd. There is hardly a good which we can imagine except as 
competing for the possession of the same bit of space and time with 
some other imagined good Every end of desire that presents itself 
appears exclusive of some other end of desire. Shall a man drink 
and smoke, or keep his nerves in condition^ — he cannot do both. 
Shall he follow his fancy for Amelia, or for Henrietta'* — both can- 
not be the choice of his heart. Shall he ha^e the dear old Republi- 
can party, or a spirit of unsophistication in public affairs? — he 
cannot have both, etc. So that the ethical philosopher’s demand 
for the right scale of subordination in ideals is the fruit of an alto- 
gether practical need Some part of the ideal must be butchered, 
and he needs to know which part. It is a tragic situation, and no 
mere speculative conundrum, with which he has to deal. 

Now we are blinded to the real difficulty of the philosopher’s 
task by the fact that we are born into a society whose ideals are 
largely ordered already If we follow the ideal which is conven- 
tionally highest, the others which we butcher either die and do not 
return to haunt us; or if they come back and accuse us of murder. 
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every one applauds us for turning to them a deaf ear. In other 
words, our environment encourages us not to be philosophers but 
partisans. The philosopher, however, cannot, so long as he clings 
to his own ideal of objectivity, rule out any ideal from being heard 
He is confident, and rightly confident, that the simple taking coun- 
sel of his own intuitive preferences would be certain to end in a 
mutilation of the fulness of the truth. The poet Heme is said to 
have written “Bunsen” in the place of “GoU” in his copy of that 
author’s work entided God tn History, so as to make it read “Bunsen 
in der Geschichte ” Now, with no disrespect to the good and learned 
Baron, is it not safe to say that any single philosopher, however wide 
his sympathies, must be just such a Bunsen in der Geschichte of the 
moral world, so soon as he attempts to put his own ideas of order 
into that howling mob of desires, each struggling to get breathing- 
room for the ideal to which it clmgs? The very best of men must 
not only be insensible, but be ludicrously and peculiarly insensible, 
to many goods As a militant, fighting free-handed that the goods 
to which he is sensible may not be submerged and lost from out of 
life, the philosopher, like every other human being, is in a natural 
position But think of Zeno and of Epicurus, think of Calvin and 
of Paley, think of Kant and Schopenhauer, of Herbert Spencer and 
John Henry Newman, no longer as one-sided champions of spe- 
cial ideals, but as schoolmasters deciding what all must think — 
and what more grotesque topic could a satirist wish for on which 
to exercise his pen^ The fabled attempt of Mrs Partington to arrest 
the rising tide of the North Atlantic with her broom was a reasonable 
spectacle compared with their effort to substitute the content of 
their clean-shaven systems for that exuberant mass of goods with 
which all human nature is in travail, and groaning to bring to the 
light of day Think, furthermore, of such individual moralists, no 
longer as mere schoolmasters, but as pontiffs armed with the tempo- 
ral power, and having authority in every concrete case of conflict 
to order which good shall be butchered and which shall be suffered 
to survive — and the notion really turns one pale. All one’s slum- 
bering revolutionary instincts waken at the thought of any single 
mortilist wielding such powers of life and death. Better chaos for- 
ever than an order based on any closet-philosopher’s rule, even 
though he were the most enlightened possible member of his tribe. 
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No! if the philosopher is to keep his judicial position, he must never 
become one of the parties to the fray. 


What can he do, then, it will now be asked, except to fall back on 
scepticism and give up the notion of being a philosopher at all? 

But do we not already see a perfecdy definite path of escape which 
is open to him just because he is a philosopher, and not the champion 
of one particular ideal? Since everything which is demanded is by 
that fact a good, must not the guiding principle for ethical philoso- 
phy (since all demands conjointly cannot be satisfied in this poor 
world) be simply to satisfy at all times as many demands as we can? 
That act must be the best act, accordingly, which makes for the 
best whole, in the sense of awakening the least sum of dissatisfactions. 
In the casuistic scale, therefore, those ideals must be written highest 
which prevail at the least cost, or by whose realization the least possi- 
ble number of other ideals are destroyed Since victory and defeat 
there must be, the victory to be philosophically prayed for is that 
of the more inclusive side — of the side which even in the hour of 
triumph will to some degree do justice to the ideals in which the 
vanquished party’s interests lay. The course of history is nothing 
but the story of men’s struggles from generation to generation to 
find the more and more inclusive order. Invent some manner of realiz- 
ing your own ideals which will also satisfy the alien demands — 
that and that only is the path of peace! Following this path, society 
has shaken itself into one sort of relative equilibrium after another 
by a series of social discoveries quite analogous to those of science 
Polyandry and polygamy and slavery, private warfare and liberty 
to kill, judicial torture and arbitrary royal power have slowly suc- 
cumbed to actually aroused complaints; and though some one’s 
ideals are unquestionably the worse off for each improvement, yet 
a vastly greater total number of them find shelter in our civilized 
society than in the older savage ways So far then, and up to date, 
the casuistic scale is made for the philosopher already far better 
than he can ever make it for himself. An experiment of the most 
searching kind has proved that the laws and usages of the land are 
what yield the maximum of satisfaction to the thinkers taken all 
together. The presumption in cases of conflict must always be in 
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favor of the conventionally recognized good. The philosopher 
must be a conservative, and in the construction of his casuistic scale 
must put the things most in accordance with the customs of the 
community on top 

And yet if he be a true philosopher he must see that there is 
nothing final in any actually given equilibrium of human ideals, 
but that, as our present laws and customs have fought and conquered 
other past ones, so they will in their turn be overthrown by any 
newly discovered order which will hush up the complaints that 
they still give rise to, without producing others louder still. “Rules 
are made for man, not man for rules” — that one sentence is enough 
to immortalize Green’s Prolegomena to Ethics. And although a 
man always risks much when he breaks away from established rules 
and strives to realize a larger ideal whole than they permit, yet the 
philosopher must allow that it is at all times open to any one to 
make the experiment, provided he fear not to stake his life and 
character upon the throw. The pinch is always here. Pent in 
under every system of moral rules are innumerable persons whom 
It weighs upon, and goods which it represses; and these are always 
rumbling and grumbling in the background, and ready for any 
issue by which they may get free. See the abuses which the institu- 
tion of private property covers, so that even today it is shamelessly 
asserted among us that one of the prime functions of the national 
government is to help the adroitcr citizens to grow rich. See the 
unnamed and unnamable sorrows which the tyranny, on the whole 
so beneficent, of the marriage-institution brings to so many, both 
of the married and the unwed. See the wholesale loss of opportu- 
nity under our rigime of so-called equality and industrialism, with 
the drummer and the counter-jumper in the saddle, for so many 
faculties and graces which could flourish in the feudal world. See 
our kindliness for the humble and the outcast, how it wars with 
that stern weedmg-out which until now has been the condition of 
every perfection in the breed. See everywhere the struggle and the 
squeeze, and everlastingly the problem how to make them less. 
The 'anarchists, nihilists, and free-Iovers; the free-silverites, social- 
ists, and single-tax men; the free-traders and civil-service reformers; 
the prohibitionists and anti-vivisectionists; the radical Darwinians 
with their idea of the suppression of the weak — these and tdl the 
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conservative sentiments of society arrayed against them, are simply 
deciding through actual experiment by what sort of conduct the 
ma ximu m amount of good can be gained and kept in this world. 
These experiments are to be judged, not a priori, but by actual find- 
ing, after the fact of their making, how much more outcry or how 
much appeasement comes about. What closet-solutions can possi- 
bly anticipate the result of trials made on such a scaled Or what 
can any superficial theorist’s judgment be worth, in a world where 
every one of hundreds of ideals has its special champion already 
provided in the shape of some genius expressly born to feel it, and 
to fight to death in its behalP The pure philosopher can only follow 
the windings of the spectacle, confident that the line of least resist- 
ance will always be towards the richer and the more inclusive 
arrangement, and that by one tack after another some approach 
to the kingdom of heaven is incessantly made 


IV 

All this amounts to saying that, so far as the casuistic question 
goes, ethical science is just like physical science, and instead of 
being deducible all at once from abstract principles, must simply 
[bide Its time, and be ready to revise its conclusions from day to day 
The presumption of course, in both sciences, always is that the vul- 
garly accepted opinions are true, and the right casuistic order that 
which public opinion believes in; and surely it would be folly quite 
as great, in most of iis, to strike out independently and to aim at 
originality in ethics as in physics Every now and then, however, 
some one is born with the right to be original, and his revolutionary 
thought or action may bear prosperous fruit He may replace old 
“laws of nature” by better ones, he may, by breaking old moral 
rules in a certain place, bring in a total condition of things more 
ideal than would have followed had the rules been kept. 

On the whole, then, we must conclude that no philosophy of 
ethics is possible in the old-fashioned absolute sense of the term. 
Everywhere the ethical philosopher must wait on facts. The think- 
ers who create the ideals come he knows not whence, their sensi- 
bilities are evolved he knows not how, and the question as to which 
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of two conflicting ideals will give the best universe then and there, 
can be answered by him only through the aid of the experience of 
other men. I said some time ago, in treating of the “first” ques- 
tion, that the intuitiontJ moralists deserve credit for keeping most 
clearly to the psychological facts. They do much to spoil this merit 
on the whole, however, by mixing with it that dogmatic temper 
which, by absolute distinctions and unconditional “thou shalt 
nots,” changes a growing, elastic, and continuous life into a super- 
stitious system of relics and dead bones. In point of fact, there are 
no absolute evils, and there are no non-moral goods, and the highest 
ethical life — however few may be called to bear its burdens — 
consists at all times in the breaking of rules which have grown too 
narrow for the actual case. There is but one unconditional com- 
mandment, which is that we should seek incessantly, with fear and 
trembling, so to vote and to act as to bring about the very largest 
total universe of good which we can see Abstract rules indeed 
can help; but they help the less in proportion as our intuitions 
are more piercing, and our vocation is the stronger for the moral 
life. For every real dilemma is in literal strictness a unique situa- 
tion; and the exact combination of ideals realized and ideals disap- 
pointed which each decision creates is always a universe without 
a precedent, and for which no adequate previous rule exists. The 
philosopher, then, qu& philosopher, is no better able to determine 
the best universe in the concrete emergency than other men. He 
sees, indeed, somewhat better than most men what the question 
always is — not a question of this good or that good simply taken, 
but of the two total universes with which these goods respectively 
belong He knows that he must vote always for the richer universe, 
for the good which seems most organizable, most fit to enter into 
complex combinations, most apt to be a member of a more inclu- 
sive whole. But which particular universe this is he cannot know 
for certain in advance; he only knows that if he makes a bad mis- 
take the cries of the wounded will soon inform him of the fact. In 
all this the philosopher is just like the rest of us non-philosophers, 
so far as we are just and sympathetic instinctively, and so far as we 
are open to the voice of complaint. His function is in fact indis- 
tinguishable from that of the best kind of statesman at the present 
day. His books upon ethics, therefore, so far as they truly touch 
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the moral life, must more and more ally themselves with a litera- 
ture which is confessedly tentative and suggestive rather than dog- 
matic — I mean with novels and dramas of the deeper sort, with 
sermons, with books on statecraft and philanthropy and social and 
economical reform. Treated in this way ethical treatises may be 
voluminous and luminous as well; but they never can be final, 
except in their abstractest and vaguest features; and they must 
more and more abandon the old-fashioned, clear-cut, and would-be 
“scientific” form. 


V 

The chief of all the reasons why concrete ethics cannot be final 
is that they have to wait on metaphysical and theological beliefs. 
I said some time back that real ethical relations existed in a purely 
human world. They would exist even in what we called a moral 
solitude if the thinker had various ideals which took hold of him in 
turn. His self of one day would make demands on his self of another; 
and some of the demands might be urgent and tyrannical, while 
others were gentle and easily put aside We call the tyrannical 
demands imperatives. If we ignore these we do not hear the last of 
it. The good which we have wounded returns to plague us with 
interminable crops of consequential damages, compunctions, and 
regrets Obligation can thus exist inside a single thinker’s conscious- 
ness; and perfect peace can abide with him only so far as he lives 
according to some soyt of a casuistic scale which keeps his more 
imperative goods on top. It is the nature of these goods to be cruel 
to their rivals. Nothing shall avail when weighed in the balance 
against them. They call out all the mercilessness in our disposition, 
and do not easily forgive us if we are so soft-hearted as to shrink 
from sacrifice in their behalf 

The deepest difference, practically, in the moral life of man is 
the difference between the easy-going and the strenuous mood. 
When in the easy-going mood the shrinking from present ill is our 
ruling consideration. The strenuous mood, on the contrary, makes 
us quite indifferent to present ill, if only the greater ideal be attained. 
The capacity for the strenuous mood probably lies slumbering in 
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every man, but it has more difficulty in some than in others in wak- 
ing up. It needs the wilder passions to arouse it, the big fears, loves, 
and indignations; or else the deeply penetrating appeal of some one 
of the higher fidelities, like justice, truth, or freedom. Strong relief 
is a necessity of its vision; and a world where all the mounteuns are 
brought down and all the valleys are exalted is no congenial place 
for its habitation. This is why in a solitary thinker this mood might 
slumber on forever without waking. His various ideals, known to 
him to be mere preferences of his own, are too nearly of the same 
denominational value he can play fast or loose with them at will. 
This too is why, in a merely human world without a God, the appeal 
to our moral energy falls short of its maximal stimulating power. 
Life, to be sure, is even in such a world a genuinely ethical sym- 
phony; but it IS played in the compass of a couple of poor octaves, 
and the infinite scale of values fails to open up. Many of us, indeed — 
like Sir James Stephen in those eloquent Essays by a Barrister — 
would openly laugh at the very idea of the strenuous mood being 
awakened in us by those claims of remote posterity which consti- 
tute the last appeal of the religion of humanity. We do not love 
these men of the future keenly enough, and we love them perhaps 
the less the more we hear of their evolutiomzed perfection, their 
high average longevity and education, their freedom from war and 
crime, their relative immunity from pain and zymotic disease, and 
all their other negative superiorities This is all too finite, we say, 
we see too well the vacuum beyond It lacks the note of infinitude 
and mystery, and may all be dealt with in the don’t-care mood. 
No need of agonizing ourselves or making others agonize for these 
good creatures just at present 

When, however, we believe that a God is there, and that he is 
one of the claimants, the infinite perspective opens out The scale 
of the symphony is incalculably prolonged. The more imperative 
ideals now begin to speak with an altogether new objectivity and 
significance, and to utter the penetrating, shattering, tragically 
challenging note of appeal. They ring out like the call of Victor 
Hugo’s alpine eagle, “qut parle au prfcipice et que U gouffre entend,'' 
and the strenuous mood awakens at the sound. It saith among 
the trumpets, ha, ha ! it smelleth the battle afar off, the thunder of 
the captains and the shouting. Its blood is up, and cruelty to the 
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lesser claims, so far from being a deterrent element, does but add 
to the stern joy with which it leaps to answer to the greater. All 
through history, in the periodical conflicts of puritanism with the 
don’t-care temper, we see the antagonism of the strenuous and 
genial moods, and the contrast between the ethics of infinite and 
mysterious obligation from on high, and those of prudence and the 
satisfaction of merely finite need 

The capacity of the strenuous mood lies so deep down among 
our natural human possibilities that even if there were no meta- 
physical or traditional grounds for believing m a God, men would 
postulate one simply as a pretext for living hard, and getting out 
of the game of existence its keenest possibilities of zest. Our attitude 
towards concrete evils is entirely different in a world where we 
believe there are none but finite demanders, from what it is in one 
where we joyously face tragedy for an infinite demander’s sake. 
Every sort of energy and endurance, of courage and capacity for 
handling life’s evils, is set free in those who have religious faith. 
For this reason the strenuous type of character will on the battle- 
field of human history always outwear the easy-going type, and 
religion will drive irreligion to the wall. 


It would seem, too — and this is my final conclusion — that the 
stable and systematic moral universe for which the ethical philoso- 
pher asks is fully possible only in a world where there is a divine 
thinker with all-enveloping demands If such a thinker existed, 
his way of subordinating the deamnds to one another would be 
the finally valid casuistic scale, his claims would be the most appeal- 
ing; his ideal universe would be the most inclusive realizable whole. 
If he now exist, then actualized in his thought already must be 
that ethical philosophy which we seek as the pattern which our 
own must evermore approach ® In the interests of our own ideal 
of systematically unified moral truth, therefore, we, as would-be 
philosophers, must postulate a divine thinker, and pray for the 
victory of the religious cause Meanwhile, exactly what the thought 
of the infinite thinker may be is hidden from us even w'ere we sure 

*AU this is set forth with great freshness and force in the work of my colleague, 
fiofessor Josiah Royce The Rdtgious Aspect of Philosophy. Boston, 1885 
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of his existence; so that our postulation of him after all serves only 
to let loose in us the strenuous mood But this is what it does in 
all men, even those who have no interest m philosophy. The ethical 
philosopher, therefore, whenever he ventures to say which course 
of action is the best, is on no essentially different level from the 
common man. “See, I have set before thee this day lif®*and good 
and death and evil, therefore, choose life that thou and thy seed 
may live” — when this challenge comes to us, it is simply our total 
character and personal genius that are on trial; and if we invoke 
any so-called philosophy, our choice and use of that also are but 
revelations of our personal aptitude or incapacity for moral life. 
From this unsparing practical ordeal no professor’s lectures and no 
array of books can save us The solving word, for the learned and 
the unlearned man alike, lies in the last resort in the dumb willing- 
nesses and unwillingnesses of their interior characters, and nowhere 
else It IS not in heaven, neither is it beyond the sea, but the word 
is very nigh unto thee, in thy mouth and in thy heart, that thou 
mayest do it 



THE WILL TO BELIEVE* 


In the recently published Life by Leslie Stephen of his brother, 
Fitz-James, there is an account of a school to which the latter went 
when he was a boy The teacher, a certain Mr Guest, used to 
converse with his pupils in this wise* “Gurney, what is the differ- 
ence between justification and sanctification’ — Stephen, prove the 
omnipotence of God !” etc. In the midst of our Harvard freethink- 
ing and indifference we are prone to imagine that here at your 
good old orthodox College conversation continues to be somewhat 
upon this order, and to show you that we at Harvard have not lost 
all interest in these vital subjects, 1 have brought with me tonight 
something like a sermon on justification by faith to read to you — 
ll mean an essay in justification oj faith, a defence of our right to 
{adopt a believing attitude in religious matters, in spite of the fact 
that our merely logical intellect may not have been coerced. “The 
Will to Believe,” accordingly, is the title of my paper 

I have long defended to my own students the lawfulness of volun- 
tarily adopted faith, but as soon as they have got well imbued with 
the logical spirit, they have as a rule refused to admit my conten- 
tion to be lawful philosophically, even though in point of fact they 
were personally all the time chock-full of some faith or other them- 
selves I am all the while, however, so profoundly convinced that 
my own position is correct, that your invitation has seemed to me 
a good occasion to make my statements more clear Perhaps your 
minds will be more open than those with which I have hitherto 
had to deal. I will be as little technical as I can, though I must 
begin by setting up some technical distinctions that will help us in 
the end. 

I 

Let us give the name of hypothesis to anything that may be pro- 
posed to our belief, and just as the electricians speak of live and 
Wn Address to the Philosophical Clubs of Yale and Brown Univeraties Pub- 
lished in the New World, June, 1896 
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dead wires, let us speak of any hypothesis as either live or dead. A 
live hypothesis is one which appeals as a real possibility to him to 
whom it is proposed. If I ask you to believe in the Mahdi, the 
notion makes no electric connection with your nature — it refuses 
to scintillate with any credibility at all. ^ an hypothesis it is com- 
pletely dead. To an Arab, however (even if he be not one of the 
Mahdi’s followers), the hypothesis is among the mind’s possibilities: 

( it is alive This shows that deadness and liveness in an hypothesis 
are not intrinsic properties, but relations to th e individual thinker. 
They are measured by his willingness to act. The maximum of 
Jiveness in an hypothesis meam willingness to act irrevocably, 
'ractically, that means belief, but there is some believing tendency 
wherever there is willingness to act at all. 

Next, let us call the decision between two hypotheses an option. 
Options may be of several kinds They may be — first, living or 
dead, secondly, Jorced or avoidable, thirdly, momentous or trivial; and for 
our purposes we may call an option a genuine option when it is of 
the forced, living, and momentous kind. 

1 A living option is one in which both hypotheses are live ones. 
If I say to you: “Be a theosophist or be a Mohammedan,” it is 
probably a dead option, because for you neither hypothesis is likely 
to be alive But if I say. “Be an agnostic or be a Christian,” it is 
otherwise- trained as you are, each hypothesis makes some appeal, 
however small, to your belief. 

2 Next, if I say to you: “Choose between going out with your 
umbrella or without it,” I do not offer you a genuine option, for 
it IS not forced You can easily avoid it by not going out at all. , 
Similarly, if I say, “Either love me or hate me,” “Either call my 
theory true or call it false,” your option is avoidable. You may 
remain indifferent to me, neither loving nor hating, and you may 
decline to offer any judgment as to my theory. But if I say, “Either 
accept this truth or go without it,” I put on you a forced option, for 
there is no standing place outside of the alternative. Every dilemma 
based on a complete logical disjunction, with no possibility of not 
choosing, is an option of this forced kind. 

3. Finally, if I were Dr. Nansen and proposed to you to join my 
North Pole expedition, your option would be momentous; for this 
would probably be your only similar opportunity, and your choice 
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now would either exclude you from the North Pole sort of immor- 
tality altogether 'or put at least the chance of it into your hands 
He who refuses to embrace a unique opportunity loses the prize 
as surely as if he tried and failed. Per contra, the option is trivial 
when the opportunity is not unique, when the stake is insignificant, 
or when the decision is reversible if it later prove unwise. Such 
trivial options abound in the scientific life. A chemist finds an 
hypothesis live enough to spend a year in its verification he believes 
in it to that extent. But if his experiments prove inconclusive either 
way, he is quit for his loss of time, no vital harm being done 
It will facilitate our discussion if we keep all these distinctions 
well in mind 


II 

The next matter to consider is the actual psychology of human 
opinion. When we look at certain facts, it seems as if our passional 
and volitional nature lay at the root of all our convictions. When 
we look at others, it seems as if they could do nothing when the 
intellect had once said its say. Let us take the latter facts up first 
Does it not seem preposterous on the very face of it to talk of our 
opinions being modifiable at wilP Can our will either help or hin- 
der our intellect in its perceptions of truth’^ Can we, by just willing 
it, believe that Abraham Lincoln’s existence is a myth, and that 
the portraits of him in McClure's Magazine are all of some one else'* 
Can we, by any effort of our will, or by any strength of wish that 
it were true, believe ourselves well and about when we are roaring 
with rheumatism in bed, or feel certain that the sum of the two 
one-dollar bills in our pocket must be a hundred dollars'* We can 
I say any of these things, but we are absolutely impotent to believe 
them; and ofj'ust such things is the whole fabric of the truths that 
we do believe in made up — matters of fact, immediate or remote, 
as Hume said, and relations between ideas, which are either there 
or not there for us if we see them so, and which if not there cannot 
be put there by any action of our own 
In Pascal’s Thoughts there is a celebrated passage known in litera- 
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ture as Pascal’s wager. In it he tries to force us into Christianity 
by reasoning as if our concern with truth resembled our concern 
with the stakes in a game of chance. Translated freely his words 
are these: You must either believe or not believe that God is — 
which will you do? Your human reason cannot say. A game is 
going on between you and the nature of things which at the day 
of judgment will bring out either heads or tails Weigh what your 
gains and your losses would be if you should stake all you have on 
heads, or God’s existence* if you win in such case, you gain eternal 
beatitude, if you lose, you lose nothing at all. If there were an 
infinity of chances, and only one for God in this wager, still you 
ought to stake your all on God; for though you surely risk a finite 
loss by this procedure, any finite loss is reasonable, even a certain 
one is reasonable, if there is but the possibility of infinite gain. Go, 
then, and take holy water, and have masses said, belief will come 
and stupefy your scruples — Cela sous /era crotre et sous abktra Why 
should you not^ At bottom, what have you to lose? 

You probably feel that when religious faith expresses itself thus, 
in the language of the gaming-table, it is put to its last trumps. 
Surely Pascal’s own personal belief in masses and holy water had 
far other springs; and this celebrated page of his is but an argument 
for others, a last desperate snatch at a weapon against the hardness 
of the unbelieving heart. We feel that a faith in masses and holy 
water adopted wilfully after such a mechanical calculation would 
lack the inner soul of faith’s reality, and if we were ourselves in the 
place of the Deity, we should probably take particular pleasure in 
cutting off believers of this pattern from their infinite reward. It 
is evident that unless there be some pre-existing tendency to believe 
in masses and holy water, the option offered to the will by Pascal 
is not a living option. Certainly no Turk ever took to masses and 
holy water on its account; and even to us Protestants these means 
of salvation seem such foregone impossibilities that Pascal’s logic, 
invoked for them specifically, leaves us unmoved. As well might 
the Mahdi write to us, saying, “I am the Expected One whom God 
has created in his effulgence. You shall be infinitely happy if you 
confess me; otherwise you shall be cut off from the light of the sun. 
Weigh, then, your infinite gain if I am genuine against your finite 
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sacrifice if I am not'” His logic would be that of Pascal; but he 
would vainly use it on us, for the hypothesis he offers us is dead. 
No tendency to act on it exists in us to any degree. 

The talk of believing by our volition seems, then, from one point 
of view, simply silly. From another point of view it is worse than 
silly, It is vile When one turns to the magnificent edifice of the 
physical sciences, and sees how it was reared, what thousands of 
disinterested moral lives of men lie buried in its mere foundations; 
what patience and postponement, what choking down of prefer- 
ence, what submission to the icy laws of outer fact are wrought 
into its very stones and mortar, how absolutely impersonal it stands 
in its vast augustness — then how besotted and contemptible seems 
every little sentimentalist who comes blowing his voluntary smoke- 
wreaths, and pretending to decide things from out of his private 
dream! Can we wonder if those bred in the rugged and manly 
school of science should feel like spewing such subjectivism out of 
their mouths^ The whole system of loyalties which grow up in the 
schools of science go dead against its toleration, so that it is only 
natural that those who have caught the scientific fever should pass 
over to the opposite extreme, and write sometimes as if the incor- 
ruptibly truthful intellect ought positively to prefer bitterness and 
unacceptableness to the heart in its cup 

It fortifies my soul to know 

That though I perish. Truth is so — 

sings Clough, while Huxley exclaims “My only consolation lies 
in the reflection that, however bad our posterity may become, so 
I far as they hold by the plain rule of not pretending to believe what 
\they have no reason to believe, because it may be to their advantage 
so to pretend [the word ‘pretend’ is surely here redundant], they 
will not have reached the lowest depth of immorality.” And that 
delicious enfant terrible Clifford writes; “Belief is desecrated when 
given to unproved and unquestioned statements for the solace and 
private pleasure of the believer . . . Whoso would deserve well 
of his fellows in this matter will guard the purity of his belief with 
a very fanaticism of jealous care, lest at any time it should rest on an 
unworthy object, and catch a stain which can never be wiped away 
... If [a] belief has been accepted on insufficient evidence [even 
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though the belief be true, as ClifTord on the same page explains] 
the pleasure is a stolen one. ... It is sinful because it is stolen in 
defiance of our duty to mankind. That duty is to guard ourselves 
from such beliefs as from a pestilence which may shortly master 
our own body and then spread to the rest of the town. ... It is 
wrong always, everywhere, and for every one, to believe anything 
upon insufficient evidence.” 


Ill 

All this strikes one as healthy, even when expressed, as by Clifford, 
with somewhat too much of robustious pathos in the voice. Free 
will and simple wishing do seem, in the matter of our credences, to 
be only fifth wheels to the coach. Yet if any one should thereupon 
assume that intellectual insight is what remains after wish and will 
and sentimental preference have taken wing, or that pure reason 
is what then settles our opinions, he would fly quite as directly in 
the teeth of the facts. 

It is only our already dead hypotheses that our willing nature is 
unable to bring to life again. But what has made them dead for 
us is for the most part a previous action of our willing nature of an 
antagonistic kind. When I say “willing nature,” I do not mean 
only such deliberate volitions as may have set up habits of belief 
that we cannot now escape from — I mean all such factors of belief 
as fear and hope, prejudice and passion, imitation and partisanship, 
the circumpressure of our caste and set. As a matter of fact we find 
ourselves believing, we hardly know how or why. Mr. Balfour 
gives the name of “authority” to all those influences, born of the 
I intellectual climate, that make hypotheses possible or impossible 
for us, alive or dead Here in this room, we all of us believe in mole- 
cules and the conservation of energy, in democracy and necessary 
progress, in Protestant Christianity and the duty of fighting for 
“the doctrine of the immortal Monroe,” all for no reasons worthy 
of the name. We see into these matters with no more inner clear- 
ness, and probably with much less, than any disbeliever in them 
might possess. His unconventionality would probably have some 
grounds to show for its conclusions; but for us, not insight, but the 
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1 prestige of the opinions, is what makes the spark shoot from them and 
light up our sleeping magazines of faith. Our reason is quite satis- 
fied, in nine hundred and ninety-nine cases out of every thousand 
of us, if it can find a few arguments that will do to recite in case our 
credulity is criticized by some one else Our faith is faith in some 
one else’s faith, and in the greatest matters this is most the case. 
Our belief in truth itself, for instance, that there is a truth, and that 
our minds and it are made for each other — what is it but a passion- 
ate afiirmation of desire, in which our social system backs us up? 
We want to have a truth, we want to believe that our experiments 
and studies and discussions must put us in a continually better and 
better position towards it; and on this line we agree to fight out our 
thinking lives But if a Pyrrhomstic sceptic asks us how we know all 
this, can our logic find a reply? No ' certainly it cannot. It is just 
one volition against another — we willing to go in for life upon a 
trust or assumption which he, for his part, does not care to make.* 
As a rule we disbelieve all facts and theories for which we have 
^ no use Clifford’s cosmic emotions find no use for Christian feelings. 
Huxley belabors the bishops because there is no use for sacerdotal- 
ism in his scheme of life. Newman, on the contrary, goes over to 
Romanism, and finds all sorts of reasons good for staying there, 
because a priestly system is for him an organic need and delight 
Why do so few “scientists” even look at the evidence for telepathy, 
so called? Because they think, as a leading biologist, now dead, 
once said to me, that even if such a thing were true, scientists ought 
to band together to keep it suppressed and concealed It would 
undo the uniformity of Nature and all sorts of other things without - 
which scientists cannot carry on their pursuits But if this very man 
had been shown something which as a scientist he might do with 
telepathy, he might not only have examined the evidence, but even 
have found it good enough This very law which the logicians would 
impose upon us — if I may give the name of logicians to those who 
would rule out our willing nature here — is based on nothing but 
their own natural wish to exclude all elements for which they, in 
their professional quality of logicians, can find no use. 

Evidently, then, our non-intellectual nature does influence our 

'Compare the admirable page 310 in S H Hodgson’s Time and Space, Lon- 
don, 1865. 
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convictions. There are passional tendencies and volitions which 
run before and others which come after belief, and it is only the 
latter that are too late for the fair; and they are not too late when the 
previous passional work has been already in their own direction. 
Pascal’s argument, instead of being powerless, then seems a regular 
clincher, and is the last stroke needed to make our faith in masses 
and holy water complete. The state of things is evidently far from 
simple; and pure insight and logic, whatever they might do ideally, 
are not the only things that really do produce our creeds. 


IV 

Our next duty, having recognized this mixed-up state of affairs, 
is to ask whether it be simply reprehensible and pathological, or 
whether, on the contrary, we must treat it as a normal element in 
making up our minds The thesis I defend is, briefly stated, this: 
Our passional nature not only lawfully may, but must, decide an option 
between propositions, whenever it is a genuine option that cannot by its nature 
be decided on intellectual grounds, for to say, under such circumstances, “Do 
not decide, but leave the question open,*' is itself a passional decision — just 
like deciding yes or no — and is attended with the same risk of losing the 
truth. The thesis thus abstractly expressed will, I trust, soon become 
quite clear. But I must first indulge in a bit more of preliminary 
work. 


V 

It will be observed that for the purposes of this discussion we are 
on “dogmatic” ground — ground, I mean, which leaves systematic 
philosophical scepticism altogether out of account The postulate 
that there is truth, and that it is the destiny of our minds to attain 
it, we are deliberately resolving to make, though the sceptic will not 
make it We part company with him, therefore, absolutely, at this 
point But the faith that truth exists, and that our minds can find 
it, may be held in two ways. We may talk of the empiricist way and 
of the absolutist way of believing in truth. The absolutists in this 
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matter say that we not only can attain to knowing truth, but we can 
know when we have attained to knowing it; while the empiricists 
think that although we may attain it, we cannot infallibly know 
when. To know is one thing, and to know for certain that we know 
is another. One may hold to the first being possible without the 
second; hence the empiricists and the absolutists, although neither 
of them is a sceptic in the usual philosophic sense of the term, show 
very different degrees of dogmatism in their lives 

If we look at the history of opinions, we see that the empiricist 
tendency has largely prevailed in science, while in philosophy the 
absolutist tendency has had everything its own way The charac- 
teristic sort of happiness, indeed, which philosophies yield has mainly 
consisted in the conviction felt by each successive school or system 
that by it bottom-certitude had been attained. “Other philosophies 
are collections of opinions, mostly false, my philosophy gives stand- 
ing-ground forever” — who does not recognize in this the key-note 
of every system worthy of the name’ A system, to be a system at 
all, must come as a closed system, reversible in this or that detail, 
perchance, but in its essential features never! 

Scholastic orthodoxy, to which one must always go when one 
wishes to find perfectly clear statement, has beautifully elaborated 
this absolutist conviction in a doctrine which it calls that of “objec- 
tive evidence.” If, for example, I am unable to doubt that I now 
exist before you, that two is less than three, or that if all men are 
mortal then I am mortal too, it is because these things illumine my 
intellect irresistibly The final g;round of this objective evidence 
possessed by certain propositions is the adcequatio mtellectfls nostn 
cum t6 The certitude it brings involves an apMudinem ad extorquendum 
cerium assmsum on the part of the truth envisaged, and on the side 
of the subject a quietem tn cogntltone, when once the object is mentally 
received, that leaves no possibility of doubt behind, and in the whole 
transaction nothing operates but the entitas ipsa of the object and the 
entitas ipsa of the mind. We slouchy modern thinkers dislike to talk 
in Latin, — indeed, we dislike to talk in set terms at all, but at 
bottom our own state of mind is very much like this whenever we 
uncritically abandon ourselves' You believe in objective evidence, 
and I do Of some things we feel that we are certain we know, 
and we know that we do know. There is something that gives a 
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click inside of us, a bell that strikes twelve, when the hands of our 
mental clock have swept the dial and meet over the meridian, hour. 
The greatest empiricists among us are only empiricists on reflec- 
tion: when left to their instincts, they dogmatize like infallible popes. 
When the Cliffords tell us how sinful it is to be Christians on such 
“insufficient evidence,” insufficiency is really the last thing they 
have in mind. For them the evidence is absolutely sufficient, only 
it makes the other way. They believe so completely in an anti- 
Christian order of the universe that there is no living option* Chris- 
tianity is a dead hypothesis from the start. 


VI 

But now, since we are all such absolutists by instinct, what in 
our quality of students of philosophy ought we to do about the fact? 
Shall we espouse and indorse it? Or shall we treat it as a weakness 
of our nature from which we must free ourselves, if we can? 

I sincerely believe that the latter course is the only one we can 
follow as reflective men. Objective evidence and certitude arc 
doubtless very fine ideals to play with, but where on this moonlit 
and dream-visited planet are they found? I am, therefore, myself 
a complete empiricist so far as my theory of human knowledge goes. 
I live, to be sure, by the practical faith that we must go on experi- 
encing and thinking over our experience, for only thus can our 
opinions grow more true; but to hold any one of them — I abso- 
lutely do not care which — as if it never could be reinterpretable 
or corrigible, 1 believe to be a tremendously mistaken attitude, 
and I think that the whole history of philosophy will bear me out. 
There is but one indefectibly certain truth, and that is the truth 
that Pyrrhonistic scepticism itself leaves standing — the truth that 
the present phenomenon of consciousness exists. That, however, 
is the bare starting-point of knowledge, the mere admission ot a 
stuff to be phUosophized about. The various philosophies are but 
so many attempts at expressing what this stuff really is. And if we 
repair to our libraries what disagreement do .we discover! Where 
IS a certainly true answer found? Apart from abstract propositions 
of comparison (such as two and two are the same as four), proposi- 
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tions which tell us nothing by themselves about concrete reality, 
we find no proposition ever regarded by any one as evidently cer- 
tain that has not either been called a falsehood, or at least had its 
truth sinterely questioned by some one else The transcending of the 
axioms of geometry, not in play but in earnest, by certain of our 
contemporaries (as Zollner and Charles H Hinton), and the rejec- 
tion of the whole Aristotelian logic by the Hegelians, are striking 
instances in point. 

No concrete test of what is really true has ever been agreed upon. 
Some make the criterion external to the moment of perception, 
putting it either in revelation, the consensus gentium, the instincts of 
the heart, or the systematized experience of the race. Others make 
the perceptive moment its own test — Descartes, for instance, with 
his clear and distinct ideas guaranteed by the veracity of God; 
Reid with his “common-sense”; and Kant with his forms of syn- 
thetic judgment a priori The inconceivability of the opposite; the 
capacity to be verified by sense, the possession of complete organic 
unity or self-relation, realized when a thing is its own other — arc 
standards which, in turn, have been used. The much lauded objec- 
tive evidence is never triumphantly there; it is a mere aspiration or 
Grenzbegriff, marking the infinitely remote ideal of our thinking life. 
To claim that certain truths now possess it, is simply to say that 
when you think them true and they are true, then their evidence 
is objective, otherwise it is not But practically one’s conviction 
that the evidence one goes by is of the real objective brand, is only 
one more subjective opinion added to the lot For what a contra- 
dictory array of opinions have objective evidence and absolute 
certitude been claimed ' The world is rational through and through 

— its existence is an ultimate brute fact; there is a personal God — 
a personal God is inconceivable; there is an extra-mental physiceil 
world immediately known — the mind can only know its own 
ideas, a moral imperative exists — obligation is only the resultant 
of desires; a permanent spiritutil principle is in every one — there 
are only shifting states of mind, there is an endless chain of causes — 
there is an absolute first cause, an eternal necessity — a freedom; 
a purpose — no purpose; a primal One — a primal Many, a uni- 
versal continuity — an essential discontinuity in things; an infinity 

— no infinity. There is this — there is that; there is indeed nothing 
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which some one has not thought absolutely true, while his neighbor 
deemed it absolutely false; and not an absolutist among them seems 
ever to have considered that the trouble may all the time be essen- 
tial, and that the intellect, even with truth directly in its grasp, may 
have no infallible signal for knowing whether it be truth or no. 
When, indeed, one remembers that the most striking practical 
application to life of the doctrine of objective certitude has been 
the conscientious labors of the Holy Office of the Inquisition, one 
feels less tempted than ever to lend the doctrine a respectful ear. 
But please observe, now, that when as empiricists we give up the 
doctrine of objective certitude, we do not thereby give up the quest 
or hope of truth itself. We still pm our faith on its existence, and 
still believe that we gain an ever better position towards it by sys- 
tematically continuing to roll up experiences and think Our 
great difference from the scholastic lies in the way we face The 
strength of his system lies in the principles, the origin, the terminus 
a quo of his thought; for us the strength is in the outcome, the upshot, 
the terminus ad quern. Not where it comes from but what it leads to 
IS to decide. It matters not to an empiricist from what quarter an 
hypothesis may come to him' he may have acquired it by fair means 
or by foul; passion may have whispered or accident suggested it; 
but if the total drift of thinking continues to confirm it, that is what 
he means by its being true. 


VII 

One more point, small but important, and our preliminaries are 
done. There are two ways of looking at our duty in the matter of 
opinion — ways entirely different, and yet ways about whose differ- 
ence the theory of knowledge seems hitherto to have shown very 
, little concern. We must know the truth, and we must avoid error — these 
are our first and great commandments as would-be knowers; but 
they are not two ways of stating an identical commandment, they 
are two separable laws. Although it may indeed happen that when 
we believe the truth A, we esca^ as an incidental consequence from 
believing the falsehood B, it hardly ever happens that by merely 
disbelieving B we necessarily believe A. We may in escaping B fall 



100 


ESSAYS m PRAGUATISSl 


into believing other falsehoods, C or D, just as bad as B\ or we may 
escape B by not believing anything at all, not even A. 

Believe truth! Shun error! — these, we see, are two materially 
different laws; and by choosing between them we may end by 
coloring differently our whole intellectual life We may regard the 
chase for truth as paramount, and the avoidance of error as second- 
ary; or we may, on the other hand, treat the avoidance of error as 
more imperative, and let truth take its chance^ Clifford, in the 
instructive passage which I have quoted, exhorts us to the latter 
course. Believe nothing, he tells us, keep your mind in suspense 
forever, rather than by closing it on insufficient evidence incur the 
awful risk of believing lies. You, on the other hand, may think 
that the risk of being in error is a very small matter when compared 
with the blessings of real knowledge, and be ready to be duped 
many times in your investigation rather than postpone indefinitely 
the chance of guessing true. I myself find it impossible to go with 
Clifford We must remember that these feelings of our duty about 
either truth or error are in any case only expressions of our passional 
life Biologically considered, our minds are as ready to grind out 
falsehood as veracity, and he who says, “Better go without belief 
forever than believe a lie!” merely shows his own preponderant 
private horror of becoming a dupe He may be critical of many 
of his desires and fears, but this fear he slavishly obeys He cannot 
imagine any one questioning its binding force For my own part, 
I have also a horror of being dup>ed; but I can believe that worse 
things than being duped may happen to a man in this world: so 
Clifford’s exhortation has to my ears a thoroughly fantastic sound. 
It is like a general informing his soldiers that it is better to keep out 
of battle forever than to risk a single wound. Not so are victories 
either over enemies or over nature gained Our errors are surely 
not such awfully solemn things In a world where we are so certain 
to incur them in spite of all our caution, a certain lightness of heart 
seems healthier than this excessive nervousness on their behalf. At 
any rate, it seems the fittest thing for the empiricist philosopher. 

VIII 

And now, after all this introduction, let us go straight at our 
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question. I have said, and now repeat it, that not only as a matter 
of fact do we find our passional nature influencing us in our opinions, 
but that there are some options between opinions in which this 
influence must be regarded both as an inevitable and as a lawful 
determinant of our choice 

I fear here that some of you my hearers will begin to scent dan> 
ger, and lend an inhospitable ear Two first steps of passion you 
have indeed had to admit as necessary — we must think so as to 
avoid dupery, and we must think so as to gain truth; but the 
surest path to those ideal consummations, you will probably 
consider, is from now onwards to take no further passional step. 

Well, of course, I agree as far as the facts will allow. Wherever 
the option between losing truth and gaining it is not momentous, 
we can throw the chance of gaining truth away, and at any rate save 
ourselves from any chance of believing falsehood, by not making up 
our minds at all till objective evidence has come. In scientific 
questions, this is almost always the case; and even in human affairs 
in general, the need of acting is seldom so urgent that a false belief 
to act on is better than no belief at all. Law courts, indeed, have 
to decide on the best evidence attainable for the moment, because 
a judge’s duty is to make law as well as to ascertain it, and (as a 
learned judge once said to me) few cases are worth spending much 
time over, the great thing is to have them decided on any acceptable 
principle, and got out of the way. But in our dealings with objec- 
tive nature we obviously are recorders, not makers, of the truth; 
and decisions for the mere sake of deciding promptly and getting 
on to the next business would be wholly out of place Throughout 
the breadth of physical nature facts are what they are quite inde- 
pendently of us, and seldom is there any such hurry about them 
that the risks of being duped by believing a premature theory need 
be faced The questions here are always trivial options, the hypoth- 
eses are hardly living (at any rate not living for us spectators), the 
choice between believing truth or falsehood is seldom forced. The 
attitude of sceptical balance is therefore the absolutely wise one if 
we would escape mistakes. What difference, indeed, does it make 
to most of us whether we have or have not a theory of the Rdntgen , 
rays, whether we believe or not in mind-stuff, or have a conviction 
about the causality of conscious states? It makes no difference. 
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Such options are not forced on us. On every account it is better 
not to make them, but still keep weighing reasons pro et contra with 
an indifTerent hand. 

I speak, of course, here of the purely judging mind. For purposes 
of discovery such indifference is to be less highly recommended, 
and science would be far less advanced than she is if the passionate 
desires of individuals to get their own faiths confirmed had been 
kept out of the game. See for example the sagacity which Spencer 
and Weismann now display On the other hand, if you want an 
absolute duffer in an investigation, you must, after all, take the man 
who has no interest whatever in its results he is the warranted 
incapable, the positive fool. The most useful investigator, because 
the most sensitive observer, is always he whose eager interest in 
one side of the question is balanced by an equally keen nervousness 
lest he become deceived.* Science has organized this nervousness 
into a regular technique, her so-called method of verification, and 
she has fallen so deeply in love with the method that one may even 
say she has ceased to care for truth by itself at all. It is only truth 
as technically verified that interests her The truth of truths might 
come m merely affirmative form, and she would decline to touch 
it Such truth as that, she might repeat with Clifford, would be 
stolen in defiance of her duty to mankind Human passions, how- 
ever, are stronger than technical rules. “Le cceur a ses raisons,” as 
Pascal says, '‘que la raison ne connait paf'; and however indifferent 
to all but the bare rules of the game the umpire, the abstract intel- 
lect, may be, the concrete players who furnish him the materials to 
judge of are usually, each one of them, in love with some pet “live 
hypothesis” of his own Let us agree, however, that wherever there 
is no forced option, the dispassionately judicial intellect with no 
pet hypothesis, saving us, as it does, from dupery at any rate, ought 
to be our ideal. 

The question next arises: Are there not somewhere forced options 
in our speculative questions, and can we (as men who may be 
interested at least as much in positively gaining truth as in merely 
escaping dupery) always wait with impunity till the coercive evi- 
dence shall have arrived? It seems a priori improbable that the truth 

! ’Compare Wilfrid Ward’s Essay, “The Wish to Believe,” in his Witnesses to the 
Vnseen, Macmillan & Co., 1893. 
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should be so nicely adjusted to our needs and powers as that. In 
the great boarding-house of nature, the cakes and the butter and 
the syrup seldom come out so even and leave the plates so clean. 
Indeed, we should view them with scientific suspicion if they did. 


IX 

Moral questions immediately present themselves as questions whose 
solution cannot wait for sensible proof. A moral question is a ques- 
tion not of what sensibly exists, but of what is good, or would be 
good if it did exist Science can tell us what exists, but to compare 
the worths, both of what exists and of what does not exist, we must 
consult not science, but what Pascal calls our heart. Science herself 
consults her heart when she lays it down that the infinite ascertain- 
ment of fact and correction of false belief are the supreme goods 
for man Challenge the statement, and science can only repeat it 
oracularly, or else prove it by showing that such ascertainment 
and correction bring man all sorts of other goods which man’s 
heart in turn declares The question of having moral beliefs at all 
or not having them is decided by our will Are our moral prefer- 
ences true or false, or are they only odd biological phenomena, 
making things good or bad for us, but in themselves indifferent? 
How can your pure intellect decidei* If your heart does not want 
a world of moral reality, your head will assuredly never make you 
believe in one Mephistophelian scepticism, indeed, will satisfy 
the head’s play-instincts much better than any rigorous idealism 
can Some men (even at the student age) are so naturally cool- 
hearted that the moralistic hypothesis never has for them any pun- 
gent life, and in their supercilious presence the hot young moralist 
always feels strangely ill at ease. The appearance of knowingness 
is on their side, of naiveti and gulhbihty on his. Yet, in the inarticu- 
late heart of him, he clings to it that he is not a dupe, and that there 
is a realm in which (as Emerson says) all their wit and intellectual 
superiority is no better than the cunning of a fox. Moral scepticism 
can no more be refuted or proved by logic than intellectual scepti- 
cism can. When we stick to it that there ts truth (be it of either 
kind), we do so with our whole nature, and resolve to stand or fall 
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by the results. The sceptic with his whole nature adopts the doubt> 
ing attitude; but which of us is the wiser, Omniscience only knows. 

Turn now from these wide questions of good to a certain class of 
questions of fact, questions concerning personal relations, states of 
mind between one man and another. Do you like me or not? — for 
example Whether you do or not depends, in coundess instances, 
on whether I meet you half-way, am willing to assume that you must 
like me, and show you trust and expectation. The previous faith 
on my part in your liking’s existence is in such cases what makes 
your liking come. But if I stand aloof, and refuse to budge an inch 
until I have objective evidence, until you shall have done some- 
thing apt, as the absolutists say, ad extorquendum assensum mewn, ten 
to one your liking never comes. How many women’s hearts are 
vanquished by the mere sanguine insistence of some man that they 
murt love him! he will not consent to the hypothesis that they cannot 
The desire for a certain kind of truth here brings about that special 
truth’s existence; and so it is in innumerable cases of other sorts. 
Who gains promotions, boons, appointments, but the man in whose 
life they are seen to play the part of live hypotheses, who discounts 
them, sacrifices other things for their sake before they have come, 
and takes risks for them in advance^ His faith acts on the powers 
above him as a claim, and creates its own verification. 

A social organism of any sort whatever, large or small, is what 
it is because each member proceeds to his own duty with a trust 
that the other members will simultaneously do theirs. Wherever 
a desired result is achieved by the co-operation of many independ- 
ent persons, its existence as a fact is a pure consequence of the 
precursive faith in one another of those immediately concerned. 
A government, an army, a commercial system, a ship, a college, 
an athletic team, all exist on this condition, without which not only 
is nothing achieved, but nothing is even attempted A whole train 
of passengers (individually brave enough) will be looted by a few 
highwaymen, simply because the latter can count on one another, 
while each passenger fears that if he makes a movement of resist- 
ance, he will be shot before any one else backs him up. If we 
believed that the whole car-full would rise at once with us, we 
should each severally rise, and train-robbing would never even be 
attempted. There are, then, cases where a fact cannot come at 
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all unless a preliminary faith exists in its coming. And where faith 
iR a fact can help create the fact, that would’ be an insane logic which 
should say that faith running ahead of scientific evidence is the “low- 
est kind of immorality” into which a thinking being can fall. Yet 
such is the logic by which our scientific absolutists pretend to regu- 
late our lives ' 


X 

In truths dependent on our personal action, then, faith based on 
desire is certainly a lawful and possibly an indispensable thing. 

But now, it will be said, these are all childish human cases, and 
have nothing to do with great cosmical matters, like the question 
of religious faith. Let us then pass on to that. Religions differ so 
much in their accidents that in discussing the religious question we 
must make it very generic and broad. What then do we now mean 
by the religious hypothesis^ Science says things are; morality says 
some things are better than other things; and religion says essen- 
tially two things 

First, she says that the best things are the more eternal things, 
the overlapping things, the things in the universe that throw the 
last stone, so to speak, and say the final word “Perfection is eternal” 
— this phrase of Charles Secr^tan seems a good way of putting this 
first affirmation of religion, an affirmation which obviously cannot 
yet be verified scientifically at all. 

The second afiirmation of religion is that we are better off even 
now if we believe her first affirmation to be true 

Now, let us consider what the logical elements of this situation 
are tn case the religious hypothesis in both its branches be really true (Of 
course, we must admit that possibility at the outset. If we are to 
discuss the question at all, it must involve a living option. If for 
any of you religion be a hypothesis that cannot, by any living possi- 
bility, be true, then you need go no farther. I speak to the “saving 
remnant” alone.) So proceeding, we see, first, that religion offers 
Itself as a momentous option We are supposed to gain, even now, by 
our belief, and to lose by our non-belief, a certain vital good. 
Secondly, religion is a forced option, so far as that good goes. We 
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cannot escape the issue by remaining sceptical and waiting for more 
light, because, although we do avoid error in that way if religion be 
untrue, we lose the good, if it be true, just as certainly as if we posi- 
tively chose to disbelieve It is as if a man should hesitate indefi- 
nitely to ask a certain woman to marry him because he was not 
perfectly sure that she would prove an angel after he brought her 
home Would he not cut himself off from that particular angel- 
possibility as decisively as if he went and mtirried some one else? 
Scepticism, then, is not avoidance of option; it is option of a cer- 
itain particular kind of risk. Better risk loss of truth than chance of error 
— that IS your faith-vetoer’s exact position. He is actively playing 
his stake as much as the believer is, he is backing the field against 
the religious hypothesis, just as the believer is backing the religious 
hypothesis against the field. To preach scepticism to us as a duty 
until “sufficient evidence” for religion be found, is tantamount 
therefore to telling us, when in presence of the religious hypothe- 
sis, that to yield to our fear of its being error is wiser and better than 
to yield to our hope that it may be true. It is not intellect against 
all passions, then, it is only intellect with one passion laying down 
its law And by what, forsooth, is the supreme wisdom of this 
passion warranted^ Dupery for dupery, what proof is there that 
dupery through hope is so much worse than dupery through fear? 
I, for one, can see no proof; and I simply refuse obedience to the 
scientist’s command to imitate his kind of option, in a case where 
my own stake is important enough to give me the right to choose 
my own form of risk. If religion be true and the evidence for it be 
still insufficient, I do not wish, by putting your extinguisher upon 
my nature (which feels to me as if it had after all some business in 
this matter), to forfeit my sole chance in life of getting upon the 
winning side — that chance depending, of course, <jn my willing- 
ness to run the risk of acting as if my passional need of taking the 
world religiously might be prophetic and right./ 

All this is on the supposition that it really may be prophetic and 
right, and that, even to us who are discussing the matter, religion 
is a live hypothesis which may be true. Now, to most of us religion 
comes in a still further way that makes a veto on our active faith 
even more illogical. The more perfect and more eternal aspect of 
the universe is represented in our religions as having personal form. 
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The universe is no longer a mere It to us, but a Thou, if we are reli- 
gious, and any relation that may be possible from person to person 
might be possible here. For instance, although in one sense we are 
passive portions of the universe, in another we show a curious auton- 
omy, as if we were small active centres on our own account. We 
feel, too, as if the appeal of religion to us were made to our own 
active good-will, as if evidence might be forever withheld from us 
unless we met the hypothesis half-way To take a trivial illustra- 
tion' just as a man who in a company of gendemen made no ad- 
vances, asked a warrant for every concession, and believed no one’s 
word without proof, would cut himself off by such churlishness 
from all the social rewards that a more trusting spirit would earn 
— so here, one Who should shut himself up in snarling logicality 
and try to make the gods extort his recognition willy-nilly, or not 
get it at all, might cut himself off forever from his only opportunity 
of making the gods’ acquaintance. This feeling, forced on us we 
know not whence, that by obstinately believing that there are gods 
(although not to do so would be so easy both for our logic and our 
life) we are doing the universe the deepest service we can, seems 
part of the living essence of the religious hypothesis If the hypoth- 
esis were true in all its parts, including this one, then pure intellectu- 
alism, with its veto on our making willing advances, would be an 
absurdity; and some participation of our sympathetic nature would 
be logically required I, therefore, for one, cannot see my way to 
accepting the agnostic rules for truth-seeking, or wilfully agree to 
keep my willing nature out of the game. I cannot do so for this 
plain reason, that a rule of thinking which would absolutely prevent me 
from acknowledging certain kinds of truth if those kinds of truth were really 
there, would be an irrational rule That for me is the long and short of 
the formal logic of the situation, no matter what the kinds of truth 
might materially be. 


I confess I do not see how this logic can be escaped. But sad 
experience makes me fear that some of you may still shrink from 
radically saying with me, in abstracto, that we have the right to 
believe at our own risk any hypothesis that is live enough to tempt 
our will. I suspect, however, that if this is so, it is because you have 



108 


ESSAYS IN PRAOMATISH 


got away from the abstract logical point of view altogether, and are 
thinking (perhaps without realizing it) of some particular religious 
hypothesis which for you is dead. The freedom to “believe what 
we will” you apply to the case of some patent superstition; and the 
faith you think of is the faith defined by the schoolboy when he said, 
^ “Faith is when you believe something that you know ain’t true.” 
I can only repeat that this is misapprehension In comreto, the free- 
dom to believe can only cover living options which the intellect of 
the individual cannot by itself resolve; and living options never 
seem absurdities to him who has them to consider. When I look 
at the religious question as it really puts itself to concrete men, and 
when I think of all the possibilities which both practically and 
theoretically it involves, then this command that we shall put a 
stopper on our heart, instincts, and courage, and watt — acting 
of course meanwhile more or less as if religion were not tnie^ — till 
doomsday, or till such time as our intellect and senses working 
together may have raked in evidence enough — this command, 
I say, seems to me the queerest idol ever manufactured in the philo- 
sophic cave. Were we scholastic absolutists, there might be more 
excuse If we had an infallible intellect with its objective certitudes, 
w might feel ourselves disloyal to such a perfect organ of knowledge 
in not trusting to it exclusively, in not waiting for its releasing word 
But if we are empiricists, if wc believe that no bell in us tolls to let 
us know for certain when truth is in our grasp, then it seems a piece 
of idle fantasticality to preach so solemnly our duty of waiting for 
the bell. Indeed we may wait if we will — I hope you do not think 
that I am denying that — but if we do so, we do so at our peril as 
much as if we lielieved In either case we act, taking our life in our 
hands. No one of us ought to issue vetoes to the other, nor should 

^Since belief is measured by action, he who forbids us to beheve religion to be 
true, necessarily also forbids us to act as we should if we did believe it to be true 
The whole defence of rehgious faith hinges upon action If the action required or 
inspired by the rehgious hypothesis is m no way different from that dictated by 
the naturahstic hypothesis, then rehgious faith is a pure superfluity, better pruned 
away, and controversy about its legiUmacy is a piece of idle tnfling, unworthy of 
serious mmds I myself beheve, of course, that the religious hypothecs gives to 
the world an expression which speafically determines our reactions, and makes 
them m a large part unlike what they might be on a purely naturahstic scheme of 
behef. 
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we bandy words of abuse. We ought, on die contrary, delicately 
and profoundly to respect one another’s mental freedom: then only 
shall we bring about the intellectual republic; then only shall we 
have that spirit of inner tolerance without which all our outer toler- 
ance is soulless, and which is empiricism’s glory; then only shall we 
live and let live, in speculative as well as in practical things. 

I began by a reference to Fitz-James Stephen; let me end by a 
quotation from him “What do you think of yourselP What do 
you think of the worlds . . . These are questions with which all must 
deal as it seems good to them They are riddles of the Sphinx, and 
in some way or other we must deal with them. ... In all important 
transactions of life we have to take a leap in the dark. ... If we 
decide to leave the riddles unanswered, that is a choice; if we waver 
m our answer, that, too, is a choice but whatever choice we make, 
we make it at our peril If a man chooses to turn his back altogether 
on Grod and the future, no one can prevent him, no one can show 
beyond reasonable doubt that he is mistaken. If a man thinks 
otherwise and acts as he thinks, I do not see that any one can prove 
that he is mistaken Each must act as he thinks best; and if he is 
wrong, so much the worse fot- him We stand on a mountain pass 
in the midst of whirling snow and blinding mist, through which 
we get glimpses now and then of paths which may be deceptive. 
If we stand still we shall be frozen to death If we take the wrong 
road we shall be dashed to pieces We do not certainly know 
whether there is any right one. What must we do^ ‘Be strong and 
of a good courage.’ Act for the best, hope for the best, and take 
what comes . If death ends all, we cannot meet death better.’”^ 
^Liberty, Equdltty, Fraternity, p 353, 2d edition London, 1874. 



CONCLUSIONS ON VARIETIES OF 
RELIGIOUS EXPERIENCE^ 

I 

The material of our study of human nature is now spread before 
us; and in this parting hour, set free from the duty of description, 
we can draw our theoretical and practical conclusions. In my first 
lecture, defending the empirical method, I foretold that whatever 
conclusions we might come to could be reached by spiritual judg- 
ments only, appreciations of the significance for life of religion, 
taken “on the whole.” Our conclusions cannot be as sharp as dog- 
matic conclusions would be, but I will formulate theijti, when the 
tune comes, as sharply as I can. 

Summing up in the broadest possible way the characteristics of 
the religious life, as we have found them, it includes the following 
beliefs: 

1 That the visible world is part of a more spiritual universe 
from which it draws its chief significance; 

2. That union or harmonious relation with that higher universe 
is our true end; 

3. That prayer or inner communion with the spirit thereof — 
be that spirit “God” or “law” — is a process wherein work is really 
done, and spiritual energy flows in and produces effects, psycho- 
log;ical or material, within the phenomenal world. 

Religion includes also the following psychological characteristics 

4. A new zest which adds itself like a gift to life, and takes the 
form either of lyrical enchantment or of appeal to earnestness and 
heroism 

5. An assurance of safety and a temper of peace, and, in relation 
to others, a preponderance of loving affections. 

•■[The essay is a reprint of Lecture XX, “Conclusions” (I), and of the “Post- 
script” (II) of the Varieties of Rdigtous Experience (Gifford Lectures on Natural 
Religion, igoi-igos, pubhshed 1903 The page references to the unabridged edi- 
tion are indicated by “V. R £.”] 


no 
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In illustrating these characteristics by documents, we have been 
literally bathed in sentiment In re-reading my manuscript, I am 
almost appalled at the amount of emotionality which I find in it. 
After so much of this, we can afford to be dryer and less sympa- 
thetic in the rest of the work that lies before us. 

The sentimentality of many of my documents is a consequence 
of the fact that I sought them among the extravagances of the sub- 
ject If any of you are enemies of what our ancestors used to brand 
as enthusiasm, and are, nevertheless, still listening to me now, you 
have probably felt my selection to have been sometimes almost 
perverse, and have wished I might have stuck to soberer examples 
I reply that I took these extremer examples as yielding the pro- 
founder information. To learn the secrets of any science, we go to 
expert specialists, even though thc!y may be eccentric persons, and 

I not to commonplace pupils. We combine what they tell us with 
the rest of our wisdom, and form our final judgment independently. 
Even so with religion. We who have pursued such radical expres- 
sions of it may now be sure that we know its secrets as authentically 
as any one can know them who learns them from another, and we 
have next to answer, each of us for himself, the practical question: 
what are the dangers m this element of life? and in what propor- 
tion may it need to be restrciined by other elements, to give the 
proper balance? 


But this question suggests another one which I will answer imme- 
diately and get it out of the way, for it has more than once already 
vexed us.^ Ought it to be assumed that in all men the mixture of 
religion with other elements should be identical? Ought it, indeed, 
to be assumed that the lives of all men should show identical reli- 
gious elements^ In other words, is the existence of so many religious 
types and sects and creeds regrettable^ 

To these questions I answer “No” emphatically. And my reason 
is that I do not see how it is possible that creatures in such different 
positions and with such different powers as human individuals are, 
should have exactly the same functions and the same duties. No 

•For example, V.R.E pp. 135, 163, and 333. 
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two of US have identical difficulties, nor should we be expected to 
work out identical solutions. Each, from his peculiar angle of obser* 
vation, takes in a certain sphere of fact and trouble, which each 
must deal with in a unique manner. One of us must soften himself, 
another must harden himself; one must yield a point, another must 
stand firm — in order the better to defend the position assigned 
him. If an Emerson were forced to be a Wesley, or a Moody forced 
to be a Whitman, the total human consciousness of the divine would 
^ suffer. The divine can mean no single quality, it must mean a 
^ group of qualities, by being champions of which in alternation, 
different men may all find worthy missions. Each atutude being 
a syllable in human nature’s total message, it takes the whole of 
us to spell the meaning out completely So a “god of battles’’ must 
be allowed to be the god for one kind of person, a god of peace and 
heaven and home, the god for another. We must frankly recognize 
the fact that we live in partial systems, and that parts are not inter* 
changeable in the spiritual life If we are peevish and jealous, de- 
struction of the self must be an element of our religion; why need 
it be one if we are good and sympathetic from the outset^ If we are 
sick souls, we require a religion of deliverance, but why think so 
much of deliverance, if we are healthy-minded^* Unquestionably, 

'From this pomt of view, the contrasts between the healthy and the morbid 
mind, and between the once-bom and the twice-bom types, of which I spoke m 
earlier lectures (see V .R £ pp. 162-167), cease to be the radical antagomsms 
which many think them. The twice-bom look down upon the rectihnear conscious- 
ness of hfc of the once-bom as being “mere morahty,” and not properly religion. 
“Dr Channing,” an orthodox minister is reported to have said, “is excluded from 
the highest form of rehgious hfe by the extraordinary rectitude of his character ” 
It IS indeed true that the outlook upon life of the twice-bom — holdmg as it does 
mote of the element of evil in solution — is the wider and completer. The “heroic” 
or “solemn” way in which life comes to them b a "higher synthesis” into which 
healthy-mindedness and morbidness both enter and combine. Evil is not evaded, 
but subbted in the higher religious cheer of these persons (see V X. E. pp. 47-52, 
362-365). But the final consaousness which each type reaches of umon with the 
divine has the same practical sigmficance for the individual, and individuab may 
well be allowed to get to it by the channeb which lie most open to thdr several 
temperaments In the cases which were quoted m Lecture IV (F. R. £.), of the 
mihd-cure form of healthy-mindedness, we found abundant examples of regenera- 
tive proMss The seventy of the crisis m this process is a matter of degree How 
long one shall continue to drink the consciousness of evil, and when one shall begin 
to short-dremt and get rid of it, are also matters of amount and degree, so that in 
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some men have the completer experience and the higher vocation, 
here just as in the social world; but for each man to stay in his own 
experience, whate’er it be, and for others to tolerate him there, is 
surely best. 


But, you may now ask, would not this one-sidedness be cured 
if we should all espouse the science of religions as our own religion? 
In answering this question I must open again the general relations 
of the theoretic to the active life. 

Knowledge about a thing is not the thing itself. You remember 
what Al-Ghazzali told us in the Lecture on Mysticism — that to 
understand the causes of drunkenness, as a physician understands 
them, is not to be drunk. A science might come to understand 
everything about the causes and elements of religion, and might 
even decide which elements were qualified, by their general har- 
mony with other branches of knowledge, to be considered true; 
and yet the best man at this science might be the man who found 
It hardest to be personally devout Tout savoir c*est tout pardonner. 
The name of Renan would doubtless occur to many persons as an 
I example of the way in which breadth of knowledge may make one 
^only a dilettante in possibilities, and blunt the acuteness of one’s 
living faith.* If religion be a function by which either God’s cause 
or man’s cause is to be really advanced, then he who lives the life 
of it, however narrowly, is a better servant than he who merely 
knows about it, however much Knowledge about life is one thing; 
effective occupation of a place in life, with its dynamic currents 
passing through your being, is another. 

For this retison, the science of religions may not be an equivalent 
for living religion; and if we turn to the inner difficulties of such a 
science, we see that a point comes when she must drop the purely 
theoretic attitude, and either let her knots remain uncut, or have 
them cut by active faith. To see this, suppose that we have our 
science of religions constituted as a matter of fact. Suppose that 
she has assimilated all the necessary historical material and dis- 

many instances it is quite arbitrary whether we class the individual as a once-born 
or a twice-bom subject. 

^Compare, f.g., the quotation from Renan in V. R. E., page 37. 
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tilled out of it as its essence the same conclusions which I myself a 
few moments ago pronounced. Suppose that she agrees that reli- 
gion, wherever it is an active thing, involves a belief in ideal pres- 
ences, and a belief that in our prayerful communion with them,® 
work is done, and something real comes to pass. She has now to 
exert her critical activity, and to decide how far, in the light of 
other sciences and in that of general philosophy, such beliefs can 
be considered true 

Dogmatically to decide this is an impossible task Not only are 
the other sciences and the philosophy still far from being completed, 
but in their present state we find them full of conflicts The sciences 
of nature know nothing of spiritual presences, and on the whole 
hold no practical commerce whatever with the idealistic concep- 
tions towards which general philosophy inclines The scientist, 
so-called, is, during his scientific hours at least, so materialistic that 
one may well say that on the whole the influence of science goes 
against the notion that religion should be recognized at all And 
this antipathy to religion finds an echo within the very science 
of religions itself The cultivator of this science has to become 
acquainted with so many groveling and horrible superstitions that 
a presumption easily arises in his mind that any belief that is reli- 
gious probably is false In the “piayerful communion” of savages 
with such mumbo-jumbos of deities as they acknowledge, it is hard 
for us to see what genuine spiritual work — even though it were 
work relative only to their daik savage obligations — can possibly 
be done/ 

The consequence is that the conclusions of the science of religions 
arc as likely to be adverse as they are to be favorable to the claim 
that the essence of religion is true There is a notion in the air 
about us that religion is probably only an anachronism, a case of 
|“sur\i\al,” an atavistic relapse into a mode of thought which 
humanity in its more enlightened examples has outgrown, and 
this notion our religious anthropologists at present do litde to 
counteract 

This view is so widespread at the present day that I must consider 
It with some explicitness before I pass to my own conclusions Let 
me call it the “Survival theory,” for brevity’s sake 

‘“Prayerful" taken in the broader sense as explained in V. R. E, pp 463 ff. 
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The pivot round which the religious life, as we have traced it, 
revolves, is the interest of the individual m his private personal 
destiny. Religion, in short, is a monumental chapter in the history 
of human egotism. The gods believed in — whether by crude 
savages or by men disciplined intellectually — agree with each 
other in recognizing personal calls Religious thought is carried 
on in terms of personality, this being, in the world of religion, the 
one fundamental fact Today, quite as much as at any previous 
age, the religious individual tells you that the divine meets him on 
the basis of his personal concerns 

Science, on the other hand, has ended by utterly repudiating 
the personal point of view She catalogues her elements and records 
her laws indifferent as to what purpose may be shown forth by 
them, and constructs her theories quite careless of their bearing 
on human anxieties and fates Though the scientist may individu- 
ally nourish a religion, and be a theist in his irresponsible hours, 
the days are over when it could be said that for Science herself the 
heavens declare the glory of God and the firmament showeth His 
handiwork Our .solar .system, with its harmonies, is seen now as 
but one passing case of a certain sort of moving equilibrium in 
the heavens, realized by a local accident in an appalling wilderness 
of worlds where no life can exist In a span of time which as a cos- 
mic interval will count but as an hour, it will have ceased to be. 
The Darwinian notion of chance production, and subsequent de- 
struction, speedy or deferred, applies to the largest as well as to the 
smallest facts It is impossible, in the present temper of the scientific 
imagination, to find in the <driftings of the cosmic atoms, whether 
they work on the universal or on the particular scale, anything but 
a kind of aimless weather, doing and undoing, achieving no proper 
history, and leaving no result Nature has no one distinguishable 
ultimate tendency with which it is possible to feel a sympathy In 
the vast rhythm of her processes, as the scientific mind now follows 
them, she appears to cancel herself The books of natural theology 
which satisfied the intellects of our grandfathers seem to us quite 
grotesque, representing, as they did, a God who conformed the 
largest things of nature to the paltriest of our private wants The 
God whom science recognizes must be a God of universal laws 
exclusively, a God who does a wholesale, not a retail business. He 
cannot accommodate his processes to the convenience of individ- 
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uals. The bubbles on the foam which coats a stormy sea are float- 
ing episodes, made and unmade by the forces of the wind and 
water. Our private selves are like those bubbles — epiphenomena, 
as Cliflbrd, I believe, ingeniously called them; their destinies weigh 
nothing and determine nothing in the world’s irremediable cur- 
rents of events. 

You see how natural it is, from this point of view, to treat religion 
as a mere survival, for religion does in fact perpetuate the traditions 
of the most primeval thought. To coerce the spiritual powers, or 
to square them and get them on our side, was, during enormous 
tracts of time, the one great object in our dealings with the natural 
world. For our ancestors, dreams, hallucinations, revelations, and 
cock-and-bull stories were inextricably mixed with facts. Up to a 
comparatively recent date such distinctions as those between what 
has been verified and what is only conjectured, between the imper- 
sonal and the personal aspects of existence, were hardly suspected 
or conceived. Whatever you imagined in a lively manner, whatever 
you thought fit to be true, you affirmed confidently; and whatever 
you affirmed, your comrades believed. Truth was what had not 
yet been contradicted, most things were taken into the mind from 
the point of view of their human suggestiveness, and the attention 
confined itself exclusively to the aesthetic and dramatic aspects of 
events.* 

•Until the seventeenth century this mode of thought prevailed One need only 
recall the dramatic treatment even of mechanical questions by Anstotle, as, for 
example, his explanation of the power of the lever to make a small weight raise a 
larger one. This is due, awording to Aristotle, to the generally miraculous charac- 
ter of the arcle and of all arcular movement The arcle is both convex and con- 
cave, it 15 made by a fixed point and a moving line, which contradict each other, 
and whatever moves in a arcle moves in opposite directions Nevertheless, move- 
ment in a arcle is the most “natural” movement, and the long arm of the lever, 
moving, as it does, in the larger circle, has the greater amount of this natural 
motion, and consequently requires the lesser force Or recall the explanation by 
Herodotus of the position of the sun in winter It moves to the south because of 
the cold which dnves it into the warm parts of the heavens over Libya. Or hsten 
to Saint Augustine’s speculations "Who gave to chaff such power to freeze that 
It preserves snow buried under it, and such power to warm that it npens green 
fruit? Who can explain the strange properties of fire itself, which blackens ail 
that it bums, though itself bright, and which, though of the most beautiful colors, 
discolors almost all that it touches and feeds upon, and turns blazing fuel into 
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How indeed could it be otherwise? The extraordinary value, 
for explanation and prevision, of those mathematical and mechan- 
ical modes of conception which science uses, was a result that could 
not possibly have been expected in advance. Weight, movement, 
velocity, direction, position, what thin, pallid, uninteresting ideas! 
How could the richer animistic aspects of Nature, the peculiarities 
and oddities that make phenomena picturesquely striking or expres- 
sive, fail to have been first singled out and followed by philosophy 
as the more promising avenue to the knowledge of Nature’s life? 
Well, it is still in these richer animistic and dramatic aspects that 
religion delights to dwell It is the terror and beauty of phenomena, 
the “promise” of the dawn and of the rainbow, the “voice” of the 
thunder, the “gentleness” of the summer rain, the “sublimity” of 
the stars, and not the physical laws which theSe things follow, by 
which the religious mind still continues to be piost impressed; and 
just as of yore, the devout man tells you that in the solitude of his 
room or of the fields he still feels the divine presence, that inflowings 
of help come in reply to his prayers, and that sacrifices to this unseen 
reality fill him with security and peace. 

Pure anachronism ! says the survival-theory — anachronism for 
which deanthropomorphization of the imagination is the remedy 
required. The less we mix the private with the cosmic, the more 
we dwell in universal and impersonal terms, the truer heirs of 
science we become. 

In spite of the appeal which this impersonality of the scientific 
attitude makes to a certain magnanimity of temper, I believe it 
to be shallow, and 1 can now state my reason in comparatively 
few words That reason is that, so long as we deal with the cosmic 

grimy anders? Then what wonderful properties do we find in charcoal, which 
IS sp bnttle that a hght tap breaks it, and a shght pressure pulverizes it, and yet 
IS so strong that no moisture rots it, nor any time causes it to decay ” City of God, 
book xzi ch iv. 

Such aspects of things as these, their naturalness and unnaturalness, the sympa- 
thies and antipathies of their superfiaoi qualities, their eccentricities, their bright- 
ness and strength and destrucUveness, were inevitably the ways in which they 
originally fastened our attenUon. 

If you open early medical books, you will find sympathetic magic mvoked on 
every page. . . . 

Modem mind-cure hteratuie — the works of Prentice Mulford, for example — 
is full of sympathetic majpe. 
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and the general, we deal only with the symbols of reality, but as 
soon as we deal with private and personal phenomena as such, we deal with 
realities in the completest sense of the term. I think I can easily make clear 
what I mean by these words. 


The world of our experience consists at all times of two parts, 
an objective and a subjective part, of which the former may be 
incalculably more extensive than the latter, and yet the latter can 
never be omitted or suppressed. The objective part is the sum 
total of whatsoever at any given time we may be thinking of, the 
subjective part is the inner “state” in which the thinking comes to 
pass. What we think of may be enormous — the cosmic times and 
spaces, for example — whereas the inner state may be the most 
fugitive and paltry activity of mind. Yet the cosmic objects, so far 
as the experience yields them, are but ideal pictures of something 
whose existence we do not inwardly possess but only point at out- 
wardly, while the inner state is our very experience itself, its reality 
and that of our expenence are one. A conscious field plus its object 
as felt or thought of plus an attitude towards the object plus the sense 
of a self to whom the attitude belongs — such a concrete bit of per- 
sonal experience may be a small bit, but it is a solid bit as long as 
it lasts, not hollow, not a mere abstract clement of experience, such 
as the “object” is when taken all alone It is a/aW fact, even though 
It be an insignificant factflt is of the kind to which all realities what- 
soever must belong, the motor currents of the woild run through 
the like of it, it is on the line connecting real events with real events 
That unsharable feeling which each one of us has of the pinch of 
his individual destiny as he privately feels it rolling out on fortune’s 
wheel may be disparaged for its egotism, may be sneered at as 
unscientific, but it is the one thing that fills up the measure of our 
concrete actuality, and any would-be eiustent that should lack such 
a feeling, or its analogue, would be a piece of reality only half 
made up ^ 

’Compare Lotze’s doctnne that the only meamng we can attach to the noUon 
of a thing as it IS “in itself” is by concaving it as it is for itself; t e , as a piece of 
full experience with a pnvate sense of “pmch” or inner activity of some sort going 
with it 
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If this be true, it is absurd for science to say that the egotistic 
elements of experience should be suppressed. The axis of reality 
runs solely through the egotistic places — they are strung upon it 
like so many beads. To describe the world with all the various 
feelings of the individual pinch of destiny, all the various spiritual 
attitudes, left out from the description — they being as describable 
as anything else — would be something like offering a printed bill 
of fare as the equivalent for a solid meal Religion makes no such 
lilunder The indii’idual’s religion may be egotistic, and those 
private realities which it keeps in touch with may be narrow enough, 
but at any rate it always remains infinitely less hollow and abstract, 
as far as it goes, than a science which prides itself on taking no 
account of anything private at all. 

A bill of fare with one real raisin on it instead of the word “raisin,” 
with one real egg instead of the word “egg,” might be an inadequate 
meal, but it would at least be a commencement of reality. The 
contention of the survival-theory that we ought to stick to non- 
personal elements exclusively seems like saying that we ought to 
lie satisfied forever with reading the naked bill of fare I think, 
therefore, that however particular questions connected with our 
individual destinies may be answered, it is only by acknowledging 
them as genuine questions, and living in the sphere of thought 
which they open up, that we become profound But to live thus 
is to be religious, so I unhesitatingly repudiate the survival-theory 
of religion, as being founded on an egregious mistake It does not 
follow, because our ancestors made so many errors of fact and 
mixed them with their religion, that we should therefore leave off 
being religious at all * By being religious we establish ourselves in 

*Even the errors of fact may possibly turn out not to be as wholesale as the 
scientist assumes We saw m Lecture IV (F R E) how the religious conception 
of the universe seems to many mind-curers “verified” from day to day by their 
experience of fact “Expenence of fact” is a field with so many things in it that 
the sectarian saentist, methodically declining, as he does, to recognize such “facts” 
as mind-curers and others like them experience, otherwise than by such rude heads 
of classification as “bosh,” “rot,” “folly,” certainly leaves out a mass of raw fact 
which, save for the industrious mterest of the rebgious m the more personal aspects 
of reality, would never haye succeeded in getting itself recorded at all We know 
this to be true already m certain casts, it may, therefore, be true in others as well. 
Miraculous healings have always been part of the supematurahst, stock m^trade, 
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possession of ultimate reality at the only points at which reality 
is given us to guard. Our responsible concern is with our private 
destiny, after all. 

You see now why I have been so individualistic throughout these 
lectures, and why I have seemed so bent on rehabilitating the ele- 
ment of feeling in religion and subordinating its intellectual part. 
Individuality is founded in feeling; and the recesses of feeling, the 
darker, blinder strata of character, are the only places in the world 
in which we catch real fact in the making, and directly perceive 
how events happen, and how work is actually done.* Compared 
with this world of living individualized feelings, the world of gen- 
eralized objects which the intellect contemplates is without solidity 
or life. As in stereoscopic or kinctoscopic pictures seen outside the 
instrument, the third dimension, the movement, the vital element, 
arc not there. We get a beautiful picture of an express train sup- 

and have always been dismissed by the scientist as figments of the imagination 
But the scientist’s tardy education in the facts of hypnotism has recently given 
him an apperceiving mass for phenomena of this order, and he consequently now 
allows that the heahngs may exist, provided you expressly call them efiects of 
“suggestion ” Even the stigmata of the cross on Saint Francis’s hands and feet 
may on these terms not be a fable Similarly, the time-honored phenomenon of 
diabolical possession is on the point of being admitted by the saentist as a fact, 
now that he has the name of “hystero-demonopathy” by which to apperceive it 
No one can foresee just how far this legitimation of occultist phenomena under 
newly found sdenUst titles may proceed — even “prophecy,” even “levitation,” 
might creep into the pale. 

Thus the divorce between scientist facts and rehgious facts may not necessanly 
be as eternal as it at first sight seems, nor the personahsm and romantiasm of the 
world, as they appeared to primitive thinking, be matters so irrevocably outgrown 
The final human opinion may, in short, m some manner now impossible to foresee, 
revert to the more personal style, just as any path of progress may follow a spiral 
rather than a straight line. If this were so, the rigorously impersonal view of 
science might one day appear as having been a temporarily useful eccentricity 
rather than the defimtively triumphant posiUon which the sectarian saentist at 
present so confidently announces it to be 

•Hume’s criticism has banished causation from the world of phyacal obj'ects, 
and "science” is absolutely satisfied to define cause m terms of concomitant change 
— read Mach, Pearson, Ostwald The “onginal” of the notion of cdusadon is in 
our mner personal experience, and only there can causes m the old-fashioned sense 
be (firecdy observed and described, 
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posed to be moving, but where in the picture, as I have heard a 
friend say, is the energy or the fifty miles an hour?*" 

Let us agree, then, that Religion, occupying herself with personal 
destinies and keeping thus in contact with the only absolute realities 
which we know, must necessarily play an eternal part in human 
history. The next thing to decide is what she reveals about those 
destinies, or whether indeed she reveals anything distinct enough 
to be considered a general message to mankind. We have done, 
as you see, with our preliminaries, and our final summing up can 
now begin. ^ 

'"Wheii I read in a religious paper wo^ds like these “Perhaps the best thing we 

I can say of God is that he is the Inevttable Inference,” I recognize the tendency to 
let rehgion evaporate in intellectual terms Would martyrs have sung in the flmes 
{or a mere inference, however inevitable it might be? Original religious men, like 
Saint Francis, Luther, Behmen, have usually been enemies of the intellect’s pre- 
tension to meddle with rehgious thmgs Yet the mtellect, everywhere invasive, 
shows everywhere its shallowmg effect See how the anaent spint of Methodism 
evaporates under those wonderfully able rationalistic booklets (which every one 
should read) of a philosopher like Professor Bowne (The Christian Revelatum, The 
Chnsttan Life, The Atonement Cmannati and New York, i8q8, iSgg, igoo). See 
the positively expulsive purpose of philosophy properly so called 
“Rehgion,” writes M Vacherot (La RSigton, Paris, 1869, pp 313,436, etpassrm), 
“answers to a transient state or condiUon, not to a permanent determination of 
human nature, being merely an expression of that stage of the human mind which 
is dominated by the imagination . . . Christianity has but a single possible final 
heir to its estate, and that is scientific philosophy ” 

In a still more radical vem. Professor Ribot (Psychologic des Sentiments, p 310) 
describes the evaporation of religion He sums it up in a smgle formula — the 
ever-growing predominance of the caUonal intellectual element, with the gradual 
fading out of the emotional element, this latter tending to enter mto the group of 
purely intellectual sentiments. “Of religious sentiment properly so called, nothmg 
survives at last save a vague respect for the unknowable x which is a last rehc of 
the fear, and a certain attraction towards the ideal, which is a rehc of the love, that 
characterized the earlier penods of religious growth To state this more simply, 
rehgion tends to turn into reltgtous philosophy — These are psychologically entirely 
different things, the one being a theoretic construction of ratiocination, whereas 
the other is the livmg work of a group of persons, or of a great inspired leader, 
calling into play the entire thinking and feehng organism of man ” 

I find the same failure to recognize that the stronghold of religion hes m individu- 
ahty in attempts like those of Professor Baldwm (Mental Development, Soctal and 
Ethtcal ItUerprelalions, ch x ) and Mr H R. Marshall (Instinct and Reason, chaps, 
viii. to zii.) to make it a purely “conservative social force.” 
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I am well aware that after all the palpitating documents which 
I have quoted, and all the perspectives of emotion-inspiring insd- 
tudon and belief that my previous lectures have opened, the dry 
analysis to which I now advance may appear to many of you like 
an ^ticlimax, a tapering-off and flattening out of the subject, 
instead of a crescendo of interest and result I said awhde ago that 
the religious attitude of Protestants appears poverty-stricken to the 
Catholic imagination Still more poverty-stricken, I fear, may my 
final summing up of the subject appear at first to some of you. On 
which account I pray you now to bear this point in mind, that in 
the present part of it I am expressly trying to reduce religion to its 
lowest admissible terms, to that minimum, free from individualistic 
excrescences, which all religions contain as their nucleus, and on 
which it may be hoped that all religious persons may agree That 
established, we should have a result which might be small, but 
would at least be solid; and on it and round it the ruddier addi- 
tional beliefs on which the different individuals make their venture 
might be grafted, and flourish as richly as you please I shall add 
my own over-belief (which will be, I confess, of a somewhat pallid 
kind, as befits a critical philosopher), and you will, I hope, also 
add your over-beliefs, and we shall soon be in the varied world of 
concrete religious constructions once more For the moment, let 
me dryly pursue the analytic part of the task f 
Both thought and feeling are determinants of conduct, and the 
same conduct may be determined either by feeling or by thought 
When we survey the whole field of religion, we find a great variety 
in the thoughts that have prevailed there, but the feelings on the 
one hand and the conduct on the other are almost always the same, 
for Stoic, Christian, and Buddhist saints are practically indistin- 
guishable in their lives The theories which religion generates, 
being thus variable, are secondary, and if you wish to grasp her 
essence, you must look to the feelings and the conduct as being the 
more constant elements. It is between these two elements that the 
short circuit exists on which she carries on her principal business, 
while the ideas and symbols and other institutions form loop-lines 
which may be perfections and impTvvcments, and may even some 
day all be united into one harmonious system, but which are not 
to be regarded as organs with an indispensable function, necessary 
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at all times for religious life to go on. This seems to me the first 
conclusion which we are entitled to draw from the phenomena we 
have passed in review 

The next step is to characterize the feelings. To what psycholog- 
ical order do they belong^ 

The resultant outcome of them is in any case what Kant calls a 
“sthenic” affection, an excitement of the cheerful, expansive, “dyna- 
iTiogenic” order which, like any tonic, freshens our vital powers. 
In almost every lecture, but especially in the lectures on Conver- 
I Sion and on Saintliness, we have seen how this emotion overcomes 
I temperamental melancholy and imparts endurance to the Subject, 
or a zest, or a meaning, or an enchantment and glory to the com- 
mon objects of life ” The name of “faith-state,” by which Professor 
Leuba designates it, is a good one It is a biological as well as a 
psychological condition, and I’olstoy is absolutely accurate in class- 
ing faith among the forces by which men live The total absence of 
it, anhedonia,^^ means collapse 

The faith-state may hold a very minimum of intellectual content. 
We saw examples of this in those sudden raptures of the divine 
presence, or in such mystical seizures as Dr Bucke described.** It 
may be a mere vague enthusiasm, half spiritual, half vital, a courage, 
and a feeling that great and wondrous things arc in the air.** 

“Compare, for instance, V R E , pages 203, 219, 223, 226, 249 to 256, 275 to 278. 
“American Journal of Psychology, vu 345 
“K if p 184 
»V R E,p I4S 
“P i? £ , p 400. 

“Example Henri Perreyve writes to Gratry “I do not know how to deal with 
the happiness which you aroused in me this morning It overwhelms me, I want 
to do something, yet I can do nothing and am fit for nothing . . I would fain do 
great things " Again, after an mspinng interview, he writes “I went homewards, 
intoxicated with joy, hope, and strength I wanted to feed upon my happiness m 
sohtude, far from all men It was late, but, unheeding that, I took a mountain 
path and went on like a madman, looking at the heavens, regardless of earth. Sud- 
denly an instinct made me draw hastily back — I was on the very edge of a preci- 
pice, one step more and I must have fallen. I took fright and gave up my nocturnal 
promenade ” A GaAxay Henri Perreyve, London, 1872, pp 92, 89. 

This primacy, m the faith-state, of vague expansive impulse over direction is 
well expressed in Walt Whitman’s lines {Leaves of Grass, 1872, p 190) 
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When, however, a positive intellectual content is associated with 
a faith-4tate, it gets invincibly stamped in upon belief,*^ and this 
explains the passionate loyalty of religious persons everywhere to 
the minutest details of their so widely differing creeds. Taking 
creeds and faith-state together, as forming “religions,” and treating 
these as purely subjective phenomena, without regard to the ques- 
tion of their “truth,” we are obliged, on account of their extraor- 
dinary influence upon action and endurance, to class them amongst 
the most important biological functions of mankind Their stimu- 
lant and anaesthetic effect is so great that Professor Leuba, in a 
recent article,^' goes so far as to say that so long as men can use 
their God, they care very little who he is, or even whether he is at 
all. “The truth of the matter can be put,” says Leuba, “in this 
way: God u not known, he ts not understood; he ts used — sometimes as 
meat-purveyor, sometimes as moral support, sometimes as friend, 
sometimes as an object of love If he proves himself useful, the reli- 
gious consciousness asks for no more than that. Does God really 
exist^ How does he exist’ What is he? are so many 1. elevant 
questions Not God, but life, more life, a larger, richer, more satis- 
fying life, is, in the last analysis, the end of religion The love of life, 
at any and every level of development, is the religious impulse.”** 
0 to confront night, storms, hunger, ridicule, accidents, rebuffs, as the trees 
and animals do . . . 

Dear Camerado' I confess I have urged you onward with me, and still urge 
you, without the least idea what is our destination. 

Or whether we shall be victorious, or utterly quell’d and defeated. 

This readiness for great things, and this sense that the world by its importance, 
wonderfulness, etc., is apt for their production, would seem to be the undifferen- 
tiated germ of all the bigher faiths Trust in our own dreams of ambition, or in 
our country’s expansive desUnies, and faith in the providence of God, all have 
their source m that onrush of our sanguine impulses, and m that sense of the exceed- 
ingness of the possible over the real 

f "Compare Leuba, [“Studies in the Psychology of Religious Phenomena,” Anuf - 
fican Journal of Psychology, VII {iSg 6 )], pp 346-349. 

‘•“The Contents of Rehgious Consaousness,” m The Monist, xi 336, July, 1901. 
“Loc eif , pp S7I, S72, abridged See, also, this writer’s extiaoidinarily true 
critidsm of the notion that religion primarily seeks to solve the intellectual mys- 
tery of the world Compare what W Bender says (in his IPeren der ReUgton, 
Bonn, 1888, pp 85, 38) “Not the question about God, and not the inquiiy into 
the origin and purpose of the world is religion, but the question about Man. All 
religious views of life are anthropoceotric.” “Religion is tlut actiwty of the human 
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At this purely subjective rating, therefore, Religion must be con- 
sidered vindicated in a certain way from the attacks of her critics. 
It would seem that she cannot be a mere anachronism and survival, 
but must exert a permanent function, whether she be with or with- 
out intellectual content, and whether, if she have any, it be truC or 
false. 


We must next pass beyond the point of view of merely subjective 
utility, and make inquiry into the intellectual content itself 

First, is there, under all the discrepancies of the creeds, a common 
nucleus to which they bear their testimony unanimously? 

And, second, ought we to consider the testimony true? 

I will take up the first question first, and answer it immediately 
in the afiirmative. The warring gods and formulas of the various 
religions do indeed cancel each other, but there is a certain uniform 
deliverance in which religions all appear to meet. It consists of 
two parts: 

1. An uneasiness; and 

2. Its solution. 

1. The uneasiness, reduced to its simplest terms, is a sense that 
there is something wrong about us as wc naturally stand. 

2. The solution is a sense that we are saved from the wrongness by 
making propter connection with the higher powers. 

In those more developed minds which alone we are studying, 
the wrongness takes a moral character, and the salvation takes a 
mystical tinge. I think we shall keep well within the limits of what 
IS common to all such minds if we formulate the essence of their 
religious experience in terms like these: 

The individual, so far as he suffers from his wrongness and criti- 
cizes It, is to that extent consciously beyond it, and in at least possible 
touch with something higher, if anything higher exist. Along with 
the wrong part there is thus a better part of him, even though it 

impulse towards self-preservation by means of which Man seeks to carry his essen- 
tial vital purposes through against the adverse pressure of the world by raising 
himself freely towards the world’s ordering and governing powers when the limits 
of his own strength are reached ” The whole book is httle more than a develop- 
ment of these words. 
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may be but a most helpless germ. With which part he should iden- 
tify his real being is by no means obvious at this stage; but when 
stage 2 (the stage of solution or salvation) arrives, the man iden- 
tifies his real being with the germinal higher part of himself; and 
does so in the following way. He becomes conscious that this higher part 
IS conterminous and continuous with a “more" of the same quality, which is 
operative in the unwerse outside oj him, and which he can keep in working 
touch with, and in a fashion get on board of and save himself when all his 
lower being has gone to pieces in the wreck. 

It seems to me that all the phenomena are accurately describable 
in these very simple general terms “ They allow for the divided 
self and the struggle; they involve the change of personal centre 
and the surrender of the lower self, they express the appearance of 
exteriority of the helping power and yet account for our sense of 
union with it;®* and they fully justify our feelings of security and 
joy. There is probably no autobiographic document, among all 
those which I have quoted, to which the description will not well 
apply One need only add such specific details as will adapt it to 
various theologies and various personal temperaments, and one 
will then have the various experiences reconstructed in their indi- 
vidual forms. 

So far, however, as this analysis goes, the experiences are only 
psychological phenomena. They possess, it is true, enormous bio- 
logical worth. Spiritual strength really increases in the subject 
when he has them, a new life opens for him, and they seem to him 
a place of conflux where the forces of two universes meet, and yet 
this may be nothing but his subjective way of feeling things, a mood 
of his own fancy, in spile of the effects produced I now turn to my 

‘‘Remember that for some men it arnves suddenly, for others gradually, whilst 
others again practically enjoy it all their hfe. 

"The practical difficulUes are (i) to "realize the reahty” of one’s higher part, 
(2) to identify one’s self with it exclusively, and (3) to identify it with all the rest 
of ideal being 

““When mj'stical activity is at its height, we find consaousness possessed by 
the sense of a being at once excessive and identical with the self great enough to 
be God, interior enough to be me The ‘obj'ectivity’ of it ought in that case to be 
called excessmty, rather, or exceedingness ” — Rfc6jac, Essat sur les fondements 
de la conscience mystique, 1897, p 46. 
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second question: What is the objective “truth” of their content?** 
The part of the content concerning which the question of truth 
most pertinently arises is that '‘more of the same quality” with which 
our own higher self appears in the experience to come into harmo- 
nious working relation. Is such a “more” merely our own notion, 
or does it really exist’ If so, in what shape does it exist? Does it 
act, as well as exist’ And in what form should we conceive of that 
“union” with it of which religious geniuses are so convinced’ 

It is in answering these questions that the various theologies 
perform their theoretic work, and that their divergencies most 
come to light They all agree that the “more” really exists, though 
some of them hold it to exist in the shape of a personal god or gods, 
while others are satisfied to conceive it as a stream of ideal tendency 
embedded in the eternal structure of the world. They all agree, 
moreover, that it acts as well as exists, and that something really 
IS effected for the better when you throw your life into its hands 
It is when they treat of the experience of “union” with it that their 
speculative differences appear most clearly Over this point pan- 
theism and theism, nature and second birth, works and grace and 
karma, immortality and reincarnation, rationalism and mysticism, 
carry on inveterate disputes 

At the end of my lecture on Philosophy** I held out the notion 
that an impartial science of religions might sift out from the midst 
of their discrepancies a common body of doctrine which she might 
also formulate in terms to which physical science need not object. 
This, I said, she might adopt as her own reconciling hypothesis, 
and recommend it for general belief. I also said that in my last 
lecture I should have to try my own hand at framing such an 
hypothesis 

The time has now come for this attempt. Who says “hypothesis” 
renounces the ambition to be coercive in his arguments The most 
I can do is, accordingly, to offer something that may fit the facts so 
easily that your scientific logic will find no plausible pretext for 
vetoing your impulse to welcome it as true 

*'The word “truth” is here taken to mean something additional to bare value 
for life, although the natural propensity of man is to believe that whatever has 
great value for hfe is thereby cerUfied as true. 

“*P.J?.S,p.4SS. 
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The “more,” as we called it, and the meaning of our “union” 
with it, form the nucleus of our inquiry. Into what definite descrip- 
tion can these words be translated, and for what definite facts do 
they stand? It would never do for us to place ourselves offhand 
at the position of a particular theology, the Christian theology, for 
example, and proceed immediately to define the “more” as Jehovah, 
and the “union” as his imputation to us of the righteousness of 
Christ That would be unfair to other religions, and, from our 
present standpoint at least, would be an over-belief. 

We must begin by using less particularized terms; and, since one 
of the duties of the science of religions is to keep religion in connec- 
tion with the rest of science, we shall do well to seek first of all a 
way of describing the “more” which psychologists may also recog- 
nize as real The subconscious self is nowadays a well-accredited 
psychological entity, and I believe that in it we have exactly the 
mediating term required Apart from all religious considerations, 
there is actually and literally more life in our total soul than we are 
at any time aware of The exploration of the transmarginal field 
has hardly yet been seriously undertaken, but what Mr Myers 
said in 1892 in his essay on the Subliminal Consciousness^** is as 
true as when it was first written* “Each of us is in reality an abiding 
psychical entity far fnore extensive than he knows — an individu- 
ality which can never express itself completely through any cor- 
,poreal manifestation. The Self manifests through the organism; 
but there is always some part of the Self unmanifested, and always, 
as it seems, some power of organic expression in abeyance or 
reserve.”** Much of the content of this larger background against 

'^Proceedings of the Society for Psychical Research, vol. vii p 305. For a full 
statement of Mr Myers's views, I may refer to his posthumous work. Human 
Personality in the Light of Recent Research, which is already announced by Messrs 
Longmans, Green & Co^ as being in press Mr Myers for the first time proposed 
as a general psychological problem the exploration of the sublimmal region of con- 
saousness throughout its whole extent, and made the first methodical steps in its 
topography by treating as a natural senes a mass of subliminal facts hitherto con- 
udered only as cunous isolated facts, and subjecting them to a systematized nomen- 
clature How important this exploration will prove, future work upon the path 
which Myers has opened can alone show. Compare my paper “Frederic Myers’s 
Services to Psychology,” in the said Proceedings, part xlii , May, 1901. 

''Compare the inventory given, V. R E., on pp 483-4, and also what is said of 
the subconscious self on pp. 233-236,1340-243. 
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which our conscious being stands out in relief is insignificant. 
Imperfect memories, silly jingles, inhibitive timidities, “dissolutive” 
phenomena of various sorts, as Myers calls them, enter into it for 
a large part. But in it many of the performances of genius seem 
also to have their origin; and in our study of conversion, of mystical 
experiences, and of prayer, we have seen how striking a part inva- 
sions from this region play in the religious life. 

Let me then propose, as an hypothesis, that whatever it may be 
on its jaxiher side, the “more” with which in religious experience 
we feel ourselves connected is on its hither side the subsconcious 
continuation of our conscious life. Starting thus with a recognized 
psychological fact as our basis, we seem to preserve a contact with 
“science” which the ordinary theologian lacks. At the same time 
the theologian’s contention that the religious man is moved by an 
external power is vindicated, for it is one of the peculiarities of 
invasions from the subconscious region to take on objective appear- 
ances, and to suggest to the Subject an external control In the 
religious life the control is felt as “higher”; but since on our hypoth- 
esis It is primarily the higher faculties of our own hidden mind which 
arc controlling, the sense of union with the power beyond us is a 
sense of something, not merely apparently, but literally true. 

This doorway into the subject seems to me the best one for a 
science of religions, for it mediates between a number of different 
points of view. Yet it is only a doorway, and difficulties present 
themselves as soon as we step through it, and ask how far our trans- 
marginal consciousness carries us if we follow it on its remoter side. 
Here the over-beliefs begin: here mysticism and the conversion- 
rapture and Vedantism and transcendental idealbm bring in their 
monistic interpretations*^ and tell us that the finite self rejoins the 
absolute self, for it was always one with God and identical with 
the soul of the world.** Here the prophets of all the different reli- 

’'Compare V. R. E., pp. 419 ff 

"One more expression of this behef, to increase the reader’s familiarity with 
the notion of it 

“If this room is full of darkness for thousands of years, and you come in and 
begm to weep and wail, 'Oh, the darkness,’ will the darkness vanish? Bring the 
light in, strike a match, and light conies in a moment So what good will it do 
you to think all your hves, ‘Oh, I have done evil, I have made many mistakes’? 
It requires no ghost to tell us that. Bring in the light, and the evil goes in a ipoment. 
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gions come with their visions, voices, raptures, and other openings, 
supposed by each to authenticate his own peculiar faith. 

Those of us who are not personally favored with such specific 
revelations must stand outside of them altogether and, for the 
present at least, decide that, since they corroborate incompatible 
theological doctrines, they neutralize one another and leave no 
fixed result. If we follow any one of them, or if we follow philo- 
sophical theory and embrace monistic pantheism on non-mystical 
grounds, we do so in the exercise of our individual freedom, and 
build out our religion in the way most congruous with our personal 
susceptibilities. Among these susceptibilities intellectual ones play 
a decisive part Although the religious question is primarily a 
question of life, of living or not living in the higher union which 
opens Itself to us as a gift, yet the spiritual excitement in which the 
gift appears a real one will often fail to be aroused in an individual 
until certain particular intellectual beliefs or ideas which, as we 
say, come home to him, are touched These ideas will thus be 

Strengthen the real nature, build up yourselves, the effulgent, the resplendent, the 
ever pure, call that up in every one whom you see I wish that every one of us 
had come to such a state that even when we see the vilest of human beings we 
can see the God within, and instead of condemning, say, ‘Rise, thou effulgent One, 
rise thou who art always pure, nse thou birthless and deathless, rise almighty, and 
mamfest your nature ’ This is the highest prayer that the Advaita teaches 
This IS the one prayer remembering our nature ” “Why does man go out to 
look for a God? It is your own heart beating, and you did not know, you were 
mistaking it for something external He, nearest of the near, my own self, the 
reaUty of my own life, my body and my soul — I am Thee and Thou art Me 
That is your own nature Assert it, mamfest it Not to become pure, you are pure 
already Every good thought which you thmk or act upon is simply teanng the 
veil, as It were, and the punty, the Infimty, the God behind, manifests itself — 
the eternal Subject of everything, the eternal Witness in this universe, your own 
Self. Knowledge is, as it were, a lower step, a degradation We are It already, 
how to know It?” SwAiii Vii-ekananda Addrascs, No XII , PtocIicoI Vedanta, 
part iv pp 172, 174, London, 1897, and Lectures, The Real and the Apparent Man, 
p 24, abridged 

••For instance, here is a case where a person exposed from her birth to Christian 
ideas had to wait till they came to her clad in spintistic formulas before the saving 
experience set in 

“For myself I can say that spirituahsm has saved me It was revealed to me 
at a cntical moment of my hfe, and without it I don’t know what I should have 
I done It has taught me to detach myself from worldly things and to place my hope 
\in things to come. Through it I have learned to see in all men, even in those most 
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cs spnfial to that individual’s religion — which is as much as to say 
that over-beliefs in various directions are absolutely indispensable, 
and that we should treat them with tenderness and tolerance so 
long as they are not intolerant themselves As I have elsewhere 
written, the most interesting and valuable things about a man are 
usually his over-beliefs. 

Disregarding the over-beliefs, and confining ourselves to what 
IS common and generic, we have in the fact that the conscious person ts 
continuous with a wider self through which saving experiences a 

positive content of religious experience which, it seems to me, ts 
literally and objectively true as far as it goes If I now proceed to state 
my own hypothesis about the farther limits of this extension of our 
personality, I shall be offering my own over-belief — though I 
know it will appear a sorry under-belief to some of you — for which 
I can only bespeak the same indulgence which in a converse case 
I should accord to yours 


The further limits of our being plunged, it seems to me, into an 
altogether other dimension of existence from the sensible and merely 
“understandable” world. Name it the mystical region, or the super- 
natural region, whichever you choose So far as our ideal impulses 
originate in this region (and most of them do originate in it, for we 
find them possessing us in a way for which we cannot articulately 
account), we belong to it in a more intimate sense than that in 
which we belong to the visible world, for we belong in the most 
intimate sense wherever our ideals belong. Yet the unseen region 

criminal, even in those from whom I have most suilered, undeveloped brothers 
to whom I owed assistance, love, and forgiveness I have learned that I must lose 
my temper over nothing, despise no one, and pray for all Most of all I have learned 
to prayl And although I have still much to learn in this domain, prayer ever brings 
me more strength, consolation, and comfort. I feel more than ever that 1 have 
only made a few steps on the long road of progress, but I look at its length without 
dismay, for I have confidence that the day will come when all my efforts shall be 
rewarded So Spirituahsm has a great place m my life, indeed it holds the first 
place there ” Flournoy CoUechon. 

’"“The influence of the Holy Spirit, exquisitely called the Comforter, is a matter 
of actual experience, as solid a reahty as that of dectro-magnetism.” W C.Bkown- 
ell, Sertbner’s Magazine, vol. xxx. p. iix. 
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in question is not merely ideal, for it produces effects in this world. 
When we commune with it, work is actually done upon our finite 
personality, for we are turned into new men, and consequences in 
the way of conduct follow in the natural world upon our regenera- 
tive change.*^ But that which produces effects within another 
reality must be termed a reality itself, so I feel as if we had no philo- 
sophic excuse for calling the unseen or mystical world unreal. 

God is the natural appellation, for us Christians at least, for the 
supreme reality, so I will call this higher part of the universe by 
the name of God.** We and God have business with each other; 
and in opening ourselves to his influence our deepest destiny is 
fulfilled. The universe, at those parts of it which our personal being 
constitutes, takes a turn genuinely for the worse or for the better 
in proportion as each one of us fulfills or evades God’s demands. As 
far as this goes I probably have you with me, for I only translate 
into schematic language what I may call the instinctive belief of 
mankind. God is real since he produces real effects. 

The real effects m question, so far as I have as yet admitted them, 
are exerted on the personal centres of energy of the various subjects, 

“That the transaction of opening ourselves, otherwise called prayer, is a per- 
fectly definite one for certain persons, appears abundantly m the preceding lec- 
tures. I append another concrete example to reinforce the impression on the 
reader’s mmd 

"Man can learn to transcend these' limitations [of^ finite thought] and draw 
power and wisdom at will The divine presence is known through experience. 
The turning to a higher plane is a distinct act of consciousness It is not a vague, 
twilight or semi-consaous expenence. It is not an ecstasy, it is not a trance. It 
is not super-consciousness in the Vedantic sense It is not due to self-hypnotiza- 
tion. It IS a perfectly calm, sane, sound, rational, common-sense shifting of con- 
sciousness from the phenomena of sense-perception to the phenomena of seership, 
from the thought of self to a distinctively higher realm . . . For example, if the 
lower self be nervous, anxious, tense, one can m a few moments compel it to be 
calm. This is not done by a word simply. Again I say, it is not hypnotism It 
is by the exercise of power. One feels the spirit of peace as definitely as heat is 
perceived on a hot summer day. The power can be as surely used as the sun’s 
ra3ra can be focused and made to do work, to set fire to wood ’’ The Higher Law, vol. 
iv pp. 4, 6 , Boston, August, rgoi 

"Transcendentalists are fond of the term “Over-soul,” but as a rule they use 
it in an intellectualist sense, as meaning only a medium of communion. “God” 
IS a causal agent as well as a medium of communion, and that is the aspect which 
I wish to emphasize. 
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but the spontaneous faith of most of the subjects is that they embrace 
a wider sphere than this. Most religious men believe (or “know,” 
if they be mystical) that not only they themselves, 'but the whole 
universe of beings to whom the God is present, are secure in his 
parental hands. There is a sense, a dimension, they are sure, in 
which we are all saved, in spite of the gates of hell and all adverse 
terrestrial appearances. God's existence is the guarantee of an 
ideal order that shall be permanendy preserved. This world may 
indeed, as science assures us, some day burn up or freeze, but if 
It is part of his order, the old ideals are sure to be brought elsewhere 
to fruition, so that where God is, tragedy is only provisional and 
partial, and shipwreck and dissolution are not the absolutely final 
things. Only when this farther step of faith concerning God is 
taken, and remote objective consequences are predicted, does reli- 
gion, as it seems to me, get wholly free from the first immediate 
subjective experience, and bring a real hypothesis into play. A good 
hypothesis in science must have other properties than those of the 
phenomenon it is immediately invoked to explain, otherwise it is 
not prolific enough. God, meaning only what enters into the reli- 
gious man’s experience of union, falls short of being an hypothesis 
of this more useful order. He needs to enter into wider cosmic 
relations in order to justify the subject’s absolute confidence and 
peace. 

That the God with whom, starting from the hither side of our 
own extra-marginal self, we come at its remoter margin into com- 
merce should be the absolute world-ruler, is of course a very con- 
siderable over-belief Over-belief as it is, though, it is an article 
of almost every one’s religion Most of us pretend in some way to 
prop it upon our philosophy, but the philosophy itself is really 
propped upon this faith What is this but to say that Religion, in 
her fullest exercise of function, is not a mere illumination of facts 
already elsewhere given, not a mere passion, like love, which views 
things in a rosier light. It is indeed that, as we have seen abundantly. 
Bui it is something more, namely, a postulator of new facts as well. 
The world interpreted religiously is not the materialistic world 
over again, with tm altered expression; it must have, over and above 
the altered expression, a natural constitution different at some point 
from th^t which a materialistic world would have. It must be such 
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that different events can be expected in it, different conduct must 
be required. 

This thoroughly “pragmatic” view of religion has usually been 
taken as a matter of course by common men They have interpo- 
lated divine miracles into the field of nature, they have built a 
heaven out beyond the grave It is only transcendentalist meta- 
physicians who think that, without adding any concrete details to 
Nature, or subtracting any, but by simply calling it the expression 
of absolute spirit, you make it more divine just as it stands I believe 
the pragmatic way of taking religion to be the deeper way It 
gives it body as well as soul, it makes it claim, as everything real 
must claim, some characteristic realm of fact as its very own What 
the more characteristically divine facts arc, apart from the actual 
inflow of energy in the faith-state and the prayer-state, I know not 
But the over-belief on which I am ready to make my personal ven- 
ture is that they exist The whole drift of my education goes to 
persuade me that the world of our present consciousness is only one 
out of many worlds of consciousness that exist, and that those other 
worlds must contain experiences which have a meaning for our 
life also; and that although in the main their experiences and those 
of this world keep discrete, yet the two become continuous at cer- 
tain points, and higher energies filter in By being faithful in my 
poor measure to this over-belief, I seem to myself to keep more 
sane and true I can, of course, put myself into the sectarian scien- 
tist’s attitude, and imagine vividly that the world of sensations and 
of scientific laws and objects may be all. But whenever I do this, 
I hear that inward monitor of which W. K Clifford once wrote, 
whispering the word “bosh!” Humbug is humbug, even though 
it bear the scientific name, and the total expression of human experi- 
ence, as I view it objectively, in\ incibly urges me beyond the narrow 
“scientific” bounds. Assuredly, the real world is of a different tem- 
perament — more intricately built than physical science allows 
So my objective and my subjective conscience both hold me to the 
over-belief which I express Who knows whether the faithfulness 
of individuals here below to their own poor over-beliefs may not 
actually help God in turn to be more effectively faithful to his own 
greater tasks’ 
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II 

In writing my concluding lecture I had to aim so much at simpli- 
fication that I fear that my general philosophic position received 
so scant a statement as hardly to be intelligible to some of my read- 
ers I therefore add this epilogue, which must also be so brief as 
possibly to remedy but little the defect. In a later work I may be 
enabled to state my position more amply and consequendy more 
clearly. 

Originality cannot be expected in a field like this, where all the 
attitudes and tempers that are possible have been exhibited in 
literature long ago, and where any new writer can immediately 
be classed under a familiar head. If one should make a division of 
all thinkers into naturalists and supernaturalists, I should undoubt- 
edly have to go, along with most philosophers, into the super- 
naturalist branch. But there is a crasser and a more refined super- 
naturalism, and It is to the refined division that most philosophers 
at the present day belong. If not regular transcendental idealists, 
they at least obey the Kantian direction enough to bar out ideal 
entities from interfering causally in the course of phenomenal 
events Refined supernaturalism is universalisttc supernaturalism; 
for the “crasser” variety “piecemeal” super naturalism would per- 
haps be the better name. It went with that older theology which 
today IS supposed to reign only among uneducated people, or to 
be found among the few belated professors of the dualisms which 
Kant is thought to have displaced It admits miracles and provi- 
dential leadings, and finds no intellectual difficulty in mixing the 
ideal and the real worlds together by interpolating influences from 
the ideal region among the forces that causally determine the real 
world’s details In this the refined supernaturalists think that it 
muddles disparate dimensions of existence For them the world of 
the ideal' has no efficient causality, and never bursts into the world 
of phenomena at particular points. The ideal world, for them, is 
not a world of facts, but only of the meaning of facts; it is a point 
of view for judging facts. It appertains to a different “-ology,” 
and inhabits a different dimension of being altogether from that 
in which existential propositions obtain. It cannot get down upon 
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the flat level of experience and interpolate itself piecemeal between 
distinct portions of nature, as those who believe, for example, in 
divine aid coming in response to prayer, are bound to think it must. 

Notwithstanding my own inability to accept either popular 
Christiamty or scholastic theism, I suppose that my belief that in 
communibn with the Ideal new force comes into the world, and new 
departures are made here below, subjects me to being classed among 
the supernaturalists of the piecemeal or crasser type. Universal- 
istic supernaturalism surrenders, it seems to me, too easily to natu- 
ralism. It takes the facts of physical science at their face-value, and 
leaves the laws of life just as naturalism finds them, with no hope of 
remedy, in case their fruits are bad. It confines itself to sentiments 
about life as a whole, sentiments which may be admiring and ador- 
ing, but which need not be so, as the existence of systematic pessi- 
mism proves In this universalistic way of taking the ideal world, 
the essence of practical religion seems to me to evaporate. Both 
instinctively and for logical reasons, I find it hard to believe that 
principles can exist which make no difference in facts.^ But all 
facts are particular facts, and the whole interest of the question of 
God’s existence seems to me to lie in the consequences for particu- 
lars which that existence may be expected to entail. That no con- 
crete particular of experience should alter its complexion in conse- 
quence of a God being there seems to me an incredible proposition, 
and yet it is the thesis to which (implicidy at any rate) refined 
supernaturalism seems to cling. It is only with experience m bloc, 
It says, that the Absolute maintains relations. It condescends to 
no transactions of detail 

iTransccndcntal idealism, of course, insists that its ideal world makes Ikis differ- 
ence, that facts exist We owe it to the Absolute that we have a world of fact at 
all. “A world” of fact I — that exactly is the trouble An entire world is the small- 
est unit with which the Absolute can work, whereas to our finite minds work for 
the better ought to be done within this world, setting in at single points Our 
difficulties and our ideals are all piecemeal affairs, but the Absolute can do no 
piecework for us, so that all the interests which our poor souls compass raise their 
heads too late. We should have spoken earlier, prayed for another world absolutely, 
before this world was bom It is strange, I have heard a fnend say, to see this 
bhnd corner into which Christian thought has worked itself at last, with its God 
who can raise no particular weight whatever, who can help us with no private 
burden, and who is on the side of our enemies as much as be is on oui own. Odd 
evolution from the God of David’s psalmst 
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I am ignorant of Buddhism and speak under correction, and 
merely in order the better to dMcribe my general point of view; 
but as I apprehend the Buddhistic doctrine of Karma, I agree in 
principle with that. All supernaturalists admit that facts are under 
the judgment of higher law; but for Buddhism as I interpret it, and 
for religion generally so far as it remains unweakened by transcen* 
dentalistic metaphysics, the word “judgment” here means no such 
bare academic verdict or platonic appreciation as it means in 
Vcdantic or modern absolutist systems; it carries, on the contrary, 
execution with it, is in rebus as well as post rem, and operates “causally” 
as partial factor in the total fact. The universe becomes a gnosti- 
cism* pure and simple on any other terms. But this view that judg- 
ment and execution go together is that of the crasser supematuralist 
way of thinking, so the present volume must on the whole be classed 
with the other expressions of that creed. 

I state the matter thus bluntly, because the current of thought 
m academic circles runs against me, and I feel like a man who 
must set his back against an open door quickly if he does not wish 
to see it closed and locked. In spite of its being so shocking to the 
reigning intellectual tastes, I believe that a candid consideration of 
piecemeal supernaturalism and a complete discussion of all its 
metaphysical bearings will show it to be the hypothesis by which 
the largest number of legitimate requirements are met. That of 
course would be a program for other books than this; what I now 
say sufficiently indicates to the phUosophic reader the place where 
I belong. 

If asked just where the diffierences in fact which are due to God’s 
existence come in, I should have to say that in general I have no 
hypothesis to offer beyond what the phenomenon of “prayerful 
communion,” especially when certain kinds of incursion from the 
subconscious region take part in it, immediately suggests. The 
appearance is that in this phenomenon something ideal, which in 
one sense is part of ourselves and in another sense is not ourselves, 
actually exerts an influence, raises our centre of personal energy, 
and produces regenerative effects unattainable in other ways If, 
then, there be a wider world of being than that of our every-day 

•See tny W*U to Bdtete and other Essays in Popular Philosophy, 1897, p 51 
this edition. 
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consciousness, if in it there be forces whose effects on us are inter- 
mittent, if one facilitating condition of the effects be the openness 
of the “subliminal” door, we have the elements of a theory to which 
the phenomena of religious life lend plausibility. I am so impressed 
by the importance of these phenomena that I adopt the hypothesis 
which they so naturally suggest. At these places at least, I say, it 
would seem as though transmundane energies, God, if you will, 
produced immediate effects within the natural world to which the 
rest of our experience belongs. 

The difference m natural “fact” which most of us would assign 
as the first difference which the existence of a God ought to make 
would, I imagine, be personal immortality Religion, in fact, for 
the great majority of our own race means immortality, and nothing 
else. God is the producer of immortality, and whoever has doubts 
of immortality is written down as an atheist without further trial. 
I have said nothing in my lectures about immortality or the belief 
therein, for to me it seems a secondary point If our ideals are only 
cared for in “eternity,” I do not see why we might not be willing to 
resign their care to other hands than ours Yet I sympathize with 
the urgent impulse to be present ourselves, and in the conflict of 
impulses, both of them so vague, yet both of them noble, I know 
not how to decide It seems to me that it is eminently a case for 
facts to testify Facts, I think, arc yet lacking to prove “spirit- 
return,” though I have the highest respect for the patient labors of 
Messrs Myers, Hodgson, and Hyslop, and am somewhat impressed 
by their favorable conclusions I consequently leave the matter 
open, with this brief word to save the reader from a possible per- 
plexity as to why inamortality got no mention in the body of this 
book 

The ideal power with which we feel ourselves in connection, the 
“God” of ordinary men, is, both by ordinary men and by philoso- 
phers, endowed with certain of those metaphysical attributes which 
in the lecture on philosophy I treated with such disrespect He is 
assumed as a matter of course to be “one and only” and to be 
“infinite”, and the notion of many finite gods is one which hardly 
any one thinks it worth while to consider, and still less to uphold 
Nevertheless, in the interests of intellectual clearness, 1 feel bound 
to say that religious experience, as we have studied it, cannot be 
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cited as unequivocally supporting the infimtist belief. The only 
thing that it unequivocally testifies to is that we can experience union 
with something larger than ourselves and in that union find our great- 
est peace. Philosophy, with its passion for unity, and mysticism 
with its mono-ideistic bent, both “pass to thq limit” and identify 
the something withra unique God who is the all-inclusive soul of 
the world Popular opinion, respectful to their authority, follows 
the example which they set. 

Meanwhile the practical needs and experiences of religion seem 
to me sufficiently met by the belief that beyond each man and in 
a fashion continuous with him there exists a larger power which is 
friendly to him and to his ideals. All that the facts require is that 
the power should be both other and larger than our conscious 
selves Anything larger will do, if only it be large enough to ti ust 
for the next step It need not be infinite, it need not be solitary. 
It might conceivably even be only a larger and more godlike self, 
of which the present self would then be but the mutilated expression, 
and the universe might conceivably be a collection of such selves, 
of different degrees of inclusivencss, with no absolute unity realized 
in It at all * Thus would a sort of polytheism return upon us — a 
polytheism which I do not on this occasion defend, for my only 
aim at present is to keep the testimony of religious experience 
clearly within its proper bounds [Compare V. R E 132 ] 

Upholders of the monistic view will .say to such a polytheism 
(which, by the way, has always been the real religion of common 
people, and is so still today) that unless there be one all-inclusive 
God, our guarantee of security is left imperfect In the Absolute, 
and m the Absolute only, a/t is saved. If there be different gods, 
each caring for his part, some poition of some of us might not be 
covered with divine protection, and our religious consolation would 
thus fail to be complete It goes back to what was said on pages 
131-133,* about the possibility of there being portions of the universe 
that may irretrievably be lost Common sense is less sweeping in 
Its demands than philosophy or mysticism have been wont to be, 
and can suffer the notion of this world being partly saved and partly 

’Such a notion is suggested in my Ingersott Lecture On Human Immortality, 
Boston and London, 1899 

* [K. fi. £.] 
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lost. The ordinary moralisdc state of mind makes the salvation 
of the world conditional upon the success with which eiudi unit 
does its part, Partial and conditional salvation is in fact a most 
familiar notion when taken in the abstract, the only difficulty being 
to determine the details. Some men are even disinterested enough 
to be willing to be in the unsaved remnant as far as their persons 
go, if only they can be persuaded that their cause will prevail — 
all of us are willing, whenever our activity-excitement rises suffi- 
ciendy high. I think, in fact, that a final philosophy of religion 
will have to consider the pluralistic hypothesis more seriously than 
it has hitherto been willing to consider it. For practical life at any 
rate, the chatice of salvation is enough No fact in human nature 
is more characteristic than its willingness to live on a chance. The 
existence of the chance makes the difference, as Edmund Gurney 
says, between a life of which the keynote is resignation and a life 
of which the keynote is hope ® But till these statements are unsatis- 
factory from their brevity, and I can only say that I hope to return 
to the same questions in another book. 

^TerUum Quid, 1887, p 99 See also pp 148, 149. 
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Some years aoo, being with a camping party in the mountains, 
1 returned from a solitary ramble to find every one engaged in a 
ferocious metaphysical dispute. The corpus of the dispute was a 
squirrel — a live squirrel supposed to be clinging to one side of a 
tree-trunk; while over against the tree’s opposite side a human 
being was imagined to stand. This human witness tries to get 
sight of the squirrel by moving rapidly round the tree, but no matter 
how fast he goes, the squirrel moves as fast in the opposite direction, 
and always keeps the tree between himself and the man, so that 
never a glimpse of him is caught The resultant metaphysical prob- 
lem now is this. Does the man go round the squirrel or not? He goes 
round the tree, sure enough, and the squirrel is on the tree; but does 
he go round the squirreP In the unlimited leisure of the wilderness, 
discussion had been worn threadbare. Every one had taken sides, 
and was obstinate; and the numbers on both sides were even. Each 
side, when I appeared, therefore appealed to me to make it a major- 
ity. Mindful of the scholastic adage that whenever you meet a 
contradiction you must make a distinction, I immediately sought 
and found one, as follows “Which party is right,” I said, “depends 
on what you practically mean by ‘going round’ the squirrel. If you 
mean passing from the north of him to the cast, then to the south, 
then to the west, and then to the north of him again, obviously 
the man does go round him, for he occupies these successive posi- 
tions. But if on the contrary you mean being first in front of him, 
then on the right of him, then behind him, then on his left, and 
finally in front again, it is quite as obvious that the man fails to go 
round him, for by the compensating movements the squirrel makes, 
he keeps his belly turned towards the man all the time, and his 
back turned away. Make the distinction, and there is no occasion 
for any further dispute. You are both right and both wrong accord- 

^[PragmaUsm A New Name for Some Old Ways of Thinking (Lecture II), 
New Yoik, 1907.] 
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ing as you conceive the verb ‘to go round’ in one practical fashion 
or the other ” 

Although one or two of the hotter disputants called my speech a 
shuffling evasion, saying they wanted no quibbling or scholastic 
hair-splitting, but meant just plain honest English “round,” the 
majority seemed to think that the distinction had assuaged the 
dispute 

1 tell this trivial anecdote because it is a peculiarly simple exam- 
ple of what I wish now to speak of as the pragmatic method 'The prag- 
matic method is primarily a method of settling metaphysical disputes 
that otherwise might be interminable^ Is the world one or many'i’ — 
fated or free^ — material or spiritual? — here are notions either of 
which may or may not hold good of the world, and disputes over 
such notions are unending The pragmatic method in such cases 
is to try to interpret each notion by tracing its respective practical 
consequences What difference would it practically make to any 
one if this notion rather than that notion were true? If no practical 
difference whatever can be traced, then the alternatives mean prac- 
tically the same thing, and all dispute is idle. Whenever a dispute 
is serious, we ought to be able to show some practical difference 
that must follow from one side or the other’s being right. 

A glance at the history of the idea will show you still better what 
pragmatism means. The term is derived from the same Greek word 
Tpdyfia, meaning action, from which our words “practice” and 
“practical” come. It was first mtroduced into philosophy by Mr. 
Charles Peirce in 1878. In an article entided “How to Miike Our 
Ideas Clear,” in the Popular Science Monthly for January of that year* 
Mr. Peirce, after pointing out that our beliefs are really rules for 
action, said that, to develop a thought’s meaning, we need only 
determine what conduct it is fitted to produce’ that conduct is 
for us its sole significance And the tangible fact at the root of all 
our thought-distinctions, however subtle, is that there is no one of 
them so fine as to consist in anything but a possible difference of 
practice To attain perfect clearness in our thoughts of an object, ' 
then, we need only consider what conceivable effects of a practice 
kind the object may involve — what sensations we are to expect 
from It, and what reactions we must prepare. Our conception of 
rrranslated in the^£cm« PMosophtque for January, 1879 (vol vii). 
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these effects, whether immediate or remote, is then for us the whole 
of our conception of the object, so far as that edneeption has positive 
significance at all ' 

T his is the principle of Peirce, the principle of pragmatism. It 
lay entirely unnoticed by any one for twenty years, until I, in an 
address before Professor Howison*s Philosophical Union at the 
University of California, brought it forward again and made a 
special application of it to religion By that date (1898) the times 
seemed ripe for its reception. The word “pragmatism” spread, 
and at present it fairly spots the pages of the philosophic journals. 
On all hands we find the “pragmatic movement” spoken of, some- 
times with respect, sometimes with contumely, seldom with clear 
understanding It is evident that the term applies itself conven- 
iently to a number of tendencies that hitherto have lacked a collec- 
tive name, and that it has “come to stay.” 

To take in the importance of Peirce’s principle, one mpst get 
accustomed to applying it to concrete cases. I found a few years 
ago that Ostwald, the illustrious Leipzig chemist, had been making 
perfectly distinct use of the principle of pragmatism in his lectures 
on the philosophy of science, though he had not called it by that 
name. 

“All realities influence our practice,” he wrote me, “and that 
influence is their meaning for us. I am accustomed to put questions 
to my classes in this way In what respects would the world be dif- 
ferent if this alternative or that were true? If I can find nothing 
that would become different, then the alternative has no sense.” 

That is, the rival views mean practically the same thing, and 
meamng, other than practical, there is for us none. Ostwald in a 
published lecture gives this example of what he means. Chemists 
have long wrangled over the inner constitution^of certain bodies 
called “tautomerous.” Their properties seemed equally consistent 
with the notion that an instable hydrogen atom oscillates inside 
of them, or that they are instable mixtures of two bodies. Contro- 
versy raged, but never was decided. "It would never have begun,” 
says Ostwedd, “if the combatants had asked themselves what par- 
ticular experimental fact could have been made different by one 
or the other view being correct For it would then have appeared 
that no difference of fact could possibly ensue; and the quarrel wag 
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as unreal as if, theorizing in primitive times about the raising of 
dough by yeast, one party should have invoked a ‘brownie,’ whilk 
another insisted on an ‘elf as the true cause of the phenomenon.”* 
' It is astonishing to see how many philosophical disputes collapse 
into insignificance the moment you subject them to this simple test 
of tracing a concrete consequence. There can be no difference any* 
where that doesn’t make a difference elsewhere — no difference in 
abstract truth that doesn’t express itself in a difference in concrete 
fact and in conduct consequent upon that fact, imposed on some- 
body, somehow, somehwere, and somewhen. The whole function 
of philosophy ought to be to find out what definite difference it 
will make to you and me, at definite instants of our life, if this world- 
formula or that world-formula be the true one. 

There is absolutely nothing new in the pragmatic method Socra- 
tes' was an adept at it Aristotle used it methodically. Locke, Berke- 
ley, and Hume made momentous contnbutions to truth by its 
means Shadworth Hodgson keeps insisting that realities are only 
what they are “known as ” But these forerunners of pragmatism 
used it in fragments they were preludcrs only Not until in our 
time has it generalized itself, become conscious of a universal mis- 
sion, pretended to a conquenng destiny I believe in that destiny, 
and I hope I may end by inspiring you with my belief. 

Pragmatism represents a perfectly familiar attitude in philosophy, 
the empiricist attitude, but it represents it, as it seems to me, both 
in a more radical and in a less objectionable form than it has ever 
yet assumed. A pragmatist turns his back resolutely and once for 
all upon a lot of inveterate habits dear to professional philosophers. 
He turns away from abstraction and insufficiency, from verbal 
solutions, from bad a priori reasons, from fixed principles, closed 
systems, and pretended absolutes and origins. He turns towards 
concreteness and adequacy, towards facts, towards action and 
towards power. That means the empiricist temper regnant and 

‘“Theoiie und Praxis,” ZeUschrift dts Oesterrewkischen Tngenteur-u Architec- 
ten-VeretAS, 1905, Nr 4 11 6 I find a still more radical pragmatism than Ostwald’s 
in au address by Professor W S Franklin “I think that the sickhest notion of phy- 
sics, even if a student gets it, is that it is ‘the saence of masses, molecules, and the 
ether ’ And I think that the healthiest noUon, even if a student does not wholly 
get it, is that physics is the science of the ways of taking hold of bodies and pushing 
theml” {Science, January 2, 1903 ) 
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the rationalist temper sincerely given up. It means the open air 
and possibilities of nature, as against dogma, ardficiality, and the 
pretence of finality in truth. 

At the same time it does not stand for any special results. It is 
a method only. But the general triumph of that method would 
mean an enormous change in what I called in my last lecture the 
“temperament” of philosophy. Teachers of the ultra-rationalistic 
type would be frozen out, much as the courtier type is frozen out 
in republics, as the ultramontane type of priest is frozen out in 
protestant lands. Science and metaphysics would come much nearer 
together, would in fact work absolutely hand in hand. 

Metaphysics has usually followed a very primitive kind of quest 
You know how men have always hankered after unlawful magic, 
and you know what a great part in magic words have always played. 
If you have his name, or the formula of incantation that binds him, 
you can control the spirit, genie, afrite, or whatever the power may 
be. Solompn knew the names of all the spirits, and having their 
names, he held them subject to his will. So the universe has always 
appeared to the natural mind as a kind of enigma, of which the key 
must be sought in the shape of some illuminating or power-bringing 
word or name. That word names the universe’s principle, and to 
possess it is after a fashion to possess the universe itself. “God,” 
“Matter,” “Recison,” “the Absolute,” "Energy,” are so many 
solving names. You can rest when you have them. You are at the 
end of your metaphysical quest. 

But if you follow the pragmatic method, you cannot look on any 
such word as closing your quest You must bring out of each word 
Its practical cash-value, set it at work within the stream of your 
experience. It appears less as a solution, then, than as a program 
for more work, and more particularly as an indication of the ways 
in which existing realities may be changed. 

Theories thus become instruments, not answers to enigmas, in which we 
can rest We don’t lie back upon them, we move forward, and, on 
occasion, make nature over again by their aid. Pragmatism unstif- 
fens all oar theories, limbers them up and sets each one at work. 
Being nothing essentially new, it harmonizes with many ancient 
philosophic tendencies It agrees with nominalism, for instance, in 
always appealing to particulars; with uulitarianism in emphasizing 
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practical aspects; with positivism m its disdain for verbal solutions, 
useless questions and metaphysical abstractions. 

I All these, you see, are anii-tnUlleclualisl tendencies. Against 
rationalism as a pretension and a method pragmatism is fully 
armed Jhd militant But, at the outset, at least, it stands for no 
particular results It has no dogmas, and no doctrines save its 
method. As the young Italian pragmatist Papini has well said, it 
lies in the midst of our theories, like a corridor in a hotel. Innumer- 
able chambers open out of it In one you may find a man writing 
an atheistic volume, m the next some one on his knees praying for 
faith and strength, in a third a chemist investigating a body’s proper- 
ties In a fourth a system of idealistic metaphysics is being excogi- 
tated, in a fifth the impossibility of metaphysics is being shown 
But they all own the corridor, and all must pass through it if they 
want a practicable way of gettmg into or out of their respective 
rooms. 

No particular results then, so far, but only an attitude of orienta- 
tion, IS what the pragmatic method means The attitude of looking 
away from first things, principles, ^^categories'' supposed necessities, and of 
looking towards last things, fruits, consequences, facts 

So much for the pragmatic method! You may say that I have 
been praising it rather than explaining it to you, but 1 shall presently 
explain it abundantly enough by showing how it works on some 
familiar problems Meanwhile the word pragmatism has come to 
be used in a still wider sense, as meaning also a certain theory of 
truth I mean to give a whole lecture to the statement of that theory, 
after first paving the way, so I can be very brief now. But brevity 
is hard to follow, so I ask for your redoubled attention for a quarter 
of an hour. If much remains obscure, I hope to make it clearer in 
the later lectures. 

One of the most successfully cultivated branches of philosophy 
in our time is what is called inductive logic, the study of the condi- 
tions under which our sciences have evolved. Writers on this sub- 
ject have begun to show a singular unanimity as to what the laws 
of nature and elements of fact mean, when formulated by mathema- 
ticians, physicists and chemists When the first mathematical, 
logical, and natural uniformities, the first laws, were discovered, 
jmen were so carried away by the clcarne.ss, beauty and simplification 
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that resulted, that they believed themselves to have deciphered 
authentically the eternal thoughts of the Almighty. His mind also 
thundered and reverberated in syllogisms. He also thought in 
conic sections, squares and roots and ratios, and geometrized like 
Euclid He made Kepler’s laws for the planets to follow;' he made 
velocity increase proportionally to the time in falling bodies; he 
made the law of the sines for light to obey when refracted, he estab- 
lished the classes, orders, families and genera of plants and animals, 
and fixed the distances between them He thought the archetypes 
of all things, and devised their variations; and when we rediscover 
any one of these his wondrous institutions, we seize his mind in 
Its very literal intention 

But as the sciences have developed further, the notion has gained 
ground that most, perhaps all, of our laws are only approximations. 
The la\s's themselves, moreover, have grown so numerous that there 
IS no counting them, and so many rival formulations are proposed 
m all the branches of science that investigators have become accus- 
tomed to the notion that no theory is absolutely a transcript of 
reality, but that any one of them may from some point of view 
be useful Their great use is to summarize old facts and to lead to 
new ones They are only a man-made language, a conceptual 
shorthand, as some one calls them, in which we write our reports 
of nature, and languages, as is well known, tolerate much choice 
of expression and many dialects 

Thus human arbitrariness has driven divine necessity from 
scientific logic If I mention the names of Sigwart, Mach, Ost- 
wald, Pearson, Mdhaud, Poincar^, Duhem, Ruyssen, those of you 
who are students will easily identify the tendency I speak of, and 
will think of additional names 

Riding now on the front of this wave of scientific logic Messrs. 
Schiller and Dewey appear with their pragmatistic account of what 
truth everyv\'here signifies Everywhere, these teachers say, “truth” 
in our idetis and beliefs means the same thing that it means in sci- 
ence It means, they say, nothing but this, that ideas {which them- 
selves are but parts of our experience) become true just in so far as they help 
us to get into satisfactory relation with other parts of our experience, to sum- 
marize them and get about among them by conceptual short-cuts 
instead of following the interminable succession of particular phe- 
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nomena. Any idea upon which we can ride, so to speak; any idea 
that will carry us prosperously firom any one part of our experience 
to any other part, linking things satisfactorily, working securely, 
simplifying, saving labor; is true for just so much, true in so far 
forth, true tnstrummtally. This is the “instrumental” view of truth 
taught so successfully at Chicago, the view that truth in our ideas 
means their power to “work”, promulgated so brilliantly at Oxford. 

Messrs. Dewey, Schiller, and their allies, in reaching this general 
conception of all truth, have only followed the example of geolo- 
gists, biologists and philologists In the establishment of these other 
sciences, the successful stroke was always to take some simple pro- 
cess actually observable in operation — as denudation by weather, 
say, or variation from parental type, or change of dialect by incor- 
poration of new words and pronunciations — and then to generalize 
it, making it apply to all times, and produce great results by sum- 
mating its effects through the ages. 

The observable process which Schiller and Dewey particularly 
singled out for generalization is the familiar one by which any 
individual settles into new opinions The process here is always the 
same. The individual has a stock of old opinions already, but he 
meets a new experience that puts them to a strain Somebody 
contradicts them, or in a reflective moment he discovers that they 
contradict each other; or he hears of facts with which they arc 
incompatible; or desires arise in him which they cease to satisfy 
The result is an inward trouble to which his mind till then had been 
a stranger, and from which he seeks to escape by modifying his 
previous mass of opinions He saves as much of it as he can, for in 
this matter of belief we are all extreme conservatives So he tries 
to change first this opinion, and then that (for they resist change 
very variously), until at last some new idea comes up which he can 
graft upon the ancient stock with a minimum of disturbance of the 
latter, some idea that mediates between the stock and the new 
experience and runs them into one another most felicitously and 
expediently. 

This new idea is then adopted as the true one. It preserves the 
older stock of truths with a minimum of modification, stretching 
them just enough to make them admit the novelty, but conceiving 
that in ways as familiar as the case leaves possible. An oulr4« expla- 
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nation, violating all our preconceptions, would never pass for a 
true account of a novelty. We should scratch round industriously 
till we found something less excentric. The most violent revolutions 
in an individual’s beliefs leave most of his old order standing. Time 
and space, cause and effect, nature and history, and one’s own 
biography remain untouched. New truth is always a go-between, 
a smoother-over of transitions. It marries old opinion to new fact 
so as ever to show a minimum of jolt, a maximum of continuity 
We hold a theory true just in proportion to its success in solving 
this “problem of maxima and minima ” But success in solving this 
problem is eminently a matter of approximation We say this theory 
solves It on the whole more satisfactorily than that theory, but 
that means more satisfactorily to ourselves, and individuals will 
emphasize their points of satisfaction differently To a certain 
degree, therefore, everything here is plastic. 

The point I now urge you to observe particularly is the part 
played by the older truths Failure to take account of it is the source 
of much of the unjust criticism levelled against pragmatism. Their 
influence is absolutely controlling Loyalty to them is the first prin- 
ciple — in most cases it is the only principle; for by far the most 
usual way of handling phenomena so novel that they would make 
for a serious rearrangement of our preconception is to ignore them 
altogether, or to abuse those who bear witness for them. 

You doubtless wish examples of this process of truth’s growth, 
and the only trouble is their superabundance The simplest case 
of new truth is of course the mere numerical addition of new kinds 
of facts, or of new single facts of old kinds, to our experience — an 
addition that involves no alteration in the old beliefs Day follows 
day, and its contents are simply added The new contents themselves 
are not true, they simply come and are. Truth is what we say about 
them, and when we say that they have come, truth is satisfied by 
the plain additive formula 

But often the day’s contents oblige a rearrangement. If I should 
now utter piercing shrieks and act like a maniac on this platform. 
It would make many of you revise your ideas as to the probable 
worth of my philosophy. “Radium” came the other day as part 
of the day’s content, and seemed for a moment /to contradict our 
ideas of the whole order of nature, that order having come to be 
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identified with what is called the conservation of energy. The 
mere sight of radium paying heat away indefinitely out of its own 
pocket seemed to violate that conservation What to think^ If the 
radiations from it were nothing but an escape of unsuspected 
“potential” energy, pre-existent inside of the atoms, the principle 
of conservation would be saved The discovery of “helium” as the 
radiation’s outcome, opened a way to this belief. So Ramsay’s 
view is generally held to be true, Ijecause, although it extends our 
old ideas of energy, it causes a minimum of alteration in their 
nature. 

I need not multiply instances A new opinion counts as “true” 
just in proportion as it gratifies the mdividual’s desire to assimilate 
the novel in his experience to his beliefs m stock It must both lean 
on old truth and grasp new fact, and its success (as I said a moment 
ago) in doing this, is a matter for the individual’s appreciation. 
When old truth grows, then, by new truth’s addition, it is for sub- 
jective reasons We arc m the process and obey the reasons That 
new idea is truest which performs most felicitously its function of 
satisfying our double urgency It makes itself true, gets itself classed 
as true, by the way it works, grafting itself then upon the ancient 
body of truth, which thus grows much as a tree grows by the activity 
of a new layer of cambium 

Now Dewey and Schiller proceed to generalize this observation 
and to apply it to the most ancient parts of ti uth They also once 
were plastic They also were called true for human reasons They 
also mediated between still earlier truths and what in those days 
were novel observations Purely objective truth, truth in whose 
establishment the function of giving human satisfaction in marrying 
previous parts of experience with newer parts played no r61e what- 
ever, IS nowhere to be found The reasons why we call things true 
is the reason why they are true, for “to be true” means only to per- 
form this marriage-function 

The trail of the human serpent is thus over everything Truth 
independent, truth that we find merely, truth no longer malleable to 
human need, truth incorrigible, in a word, such truth exists indeed 
superabundantly — or is supposed to exist by rationalistically 
minded thinkers, but then it means only the dead heart of the living 
tree, and its being there means only that, truth also has its paleon- 
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tology, and its “prescription,” and may grow stiff with years of 
veteran service and petniied in men’s regard by sheer antiquity. 
But how plastic even the oldest truths nevertheless really are has 
been vividly shown in our day by the transformation of logicid and 
mathematical ideas, a transformation which seems even to be 
invading physics The ancient formulas are reinterpreted as special 
expressions of much wider principles, principles that our ancestors 
never got a glimpse of in their present shape and formulation 
Mr. Schiller still gives to all this view of truth the name of 
“Humanism,” but, for this doctrine too, the name of pragmatism 
seems fairly to be in the ascendant, so I will treat it under the name 
of pragmatism in these lectures. 

Such then would be the scope of pragmatism — first, a method, 
and second, a genetic theory of what is meant by truth. And thc.se 
two things must be our future topics 
What I have said of the theory of truth will, I am sure, have 
appeared obscure and unsatisfactory to most of you by reason of 
Its brevity I shall make amends for that hereafter. In a lecture 
on “common sense” I shall try to show what I mean by truths grown 
petrified by antiquity In another lecture I shall expatiate on the 
idea that our thoughts become true in proportion as they succe.ss- 
fully exert their go-between function In a third I shall show how 
hard it is to discriminate subjective from objective factors in Truth’s 
development, you may not follow me wholly in these lectures; and 
if you do, you may not wholly agree with me But you will, I know, 
regard me at least as serious, and treat my effort with respectful 
consideration 

You will probably be surprised to learn, then, that Messrs Schil- 
ler’s and Dewey’s theories have suffered a hailstorm of contempt 
and ridicule. All rationalism has risen against them In influen- 
tial quarters Mr. Schiller, in particular, has been treated like an 
impudent schoolboy who deserves a spanking I should not men- 
tion this but for the fact that it throws so much sidelight upon that 
^ rationalistic temper to which I have opposed the temper of pragma- 
tism. Pragmatism is uncomfortable away from facts. Rationalism 
[is comfortable only in the presence of abstractions. This pragma- 
tist talk about truths in the plural, about their utility and satisfac- 
toriness, about the success with which they “work,” etc., suggests 
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to the typical-intellectualist mind a sort of coarse lame second-rate 
makeshift article of truth. Such truths are not real truth. Such 
tests are merely subjective. As against this, objective truth must 
be something non-utilitanan, haughty, refined, remote, august, 
exalted. It must be an absolute correspondence of our thoughts 
with an equally absolute reality. It must be what we ought to think 
unconditionally The conditioned ways in which we do think are 
so much irrelevance and matter for psychology. Down with psy- 
chology, up with logic, in all this question' 

See the exquisite contrast of the types of mind! The pragmatist 
clings to facts and concreteness, observes truth at its work in par- 
ticular cases, and generalizes Truth, for him, becomes a class- 
name for all sorts of definite working-values in experience. For 
the rationalist it remains a pure abstraction, to the bare name of 
which we must defer When the pragmatist undertakes to show in 
detail just why we must defer, the rationalist is unable to recognize 
the concretes from which his own abstraction is taken He accuses 
us of denying truth, whereas we have only sought to trace exactly 
why people follow it and always ought to follow it Your typical 
ultra-abstractionist fairly shudders at concreteness other things 
equal, he positively prefers the pale and spectral If the two uni- 
verses were offered, he would always choose the skinny outline 
rather than the rich thicket of reality It is so much purer, clearer, 
nobler ^ 

I hope that as these lectures go on, the concreteness and close- 
ness to facts of the pragmatism which they advocate may 'be what 
approves itself to you as its most satisfactory peculiarity. It only 
follows here the example of the sister-sciences, interpreting the 
unobserved by the observed It brings old and new harmoniously 
together It converts the absolutely empty notion of a statig" rela- 
tion of “correspondence” (what that may mean we must ask later) 
between our minds and reality, into that of a rich and active com- 
merce (that any one may follow in detail and understand) between 
particular thoughts of ours, and the great universe of other exper- 
iences in which they play their parts and have their uses 

But enough of this at present The justification of what I say 
must lie postponed I wish now to add a word in further explana- 
tion of the claim 1 made at our last meeting, that pragmatism may 
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be a happy harmonizer of empiricist ways of thinking with the more 
religious demands of human beings. 


Men who are strongly of the fact-loving temperament, you may 
remember me to have said, are liable to be kept at a distance by 
the small sympathy with facts which that philosophy from the pres- 
ent-day fashion of idealism offers them. It is far too intellectualis- 
tic. Old fashioned theism was bad enough, with its notion of God 
as an exalted monarch, made up of a lot of unintelligible or prepos- 
terous “attributes”; but, so long as it held strongly by the argument 
from design, it kept some touch with concrete realities. Since, 
however, Darwinism has once for all displaced design from the 
minds of the “scientific,” theism has lost that foothold; and some 
kind of an immanent or pantheistic deity working m things rather 
than above them is, if any, the kind recommended to our contempo- 
rary imagination. Aspirants to a philosophic religion turn, as a 
rule, more hopefully nowadays towards idealistic pantheism than 
towards the older dualistic theism, in spite of the fact that the latter 
still counts able defenders 

But, as I said in my first lecture, the brand of pantheism offered 
IS hard for them to assimilate if they are lovers of facts, or empiri- 
cally minded It is the absoluUstic brand, spurning the dust and 
reared upon pure logic. It keeps no connexion whatever with con- 
creteness Affirming the Absolute Mind, which is its substitute for 
God, to be the rational presupposition of all particulars of fact, 
whatever they may be, it remains supremely indifferent to what 
the particular facts in our world actually are. Be they what they 
may, the Absolute will father them. Like the sick lion in Esop’s 
fable, all footprints lead into his den, but mdla vestigia Tetrorsum. You 
cannot redescend into the world of particulars by the Absolute’s 
aid, or deduce any necessary consequences of detail important for 
your life from your idea of his nature. He gives you indeed the 
assurance that all is well with Hm, and for his eternal way of think- 
ing; but thereupon he leaves you to be finitely saved by your own 
temporal devices. 

Far be It from me to deny the majesty of this conception, or its 
capacity to yield religious comfort to a most respectable class of 
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minds. But from the human point of view, no one can pretend 
that It doesn’t suffer from the faults of remoteness and abstractness. 
It is eminently a product of what I have ventured to call the ration- 
alistic temper. It disdains empiricism’s needs It substitutes a 
pallid outline for the real world’s richness. It is dapper, it is noble 
in the bad sense, in the sense in which to be noble is to be inapt for 
humble service In this real world of sweat and dirt, it seems to 
me that when a view of things is “noble,” that ought to count as 
a presumption against its truth, and as a philosophic disqualifi- 
calion. The prince of darkness may be a gentleman, as we are told 
he IS, but whatever the God of earth and heaven is, he can surely 
Ixi no gentleman His menial services are needed in the dust of our 
human trials, even more than his dignity is needed in the empyrean 

Now pragmatism, devoted though she be to facts, has no such 
materialistic bias as ordinary empiricism labors under Moreover, 
she has no objection whatever to the realizing of abstractions, so 
long as you get about among particulars with their aid and they 
actually cairy you somewhere Interested in no conclusions but 
those which our minds and our experiences work out together, 
she has no a priori prejudices against theology If theological ideas 
prove to have a value Jor concrete Itje, they will be true, Jot pragmatism, in 
the sense oj being good Jor so much For how much more they are true, will 
depend entirely on their relations to the other truths that also have to be 
acknowledged 

What I said just now about the Absolute, of transcendental 
idealism, is a case in point First, I called it majestic and said it 
yielded religious comfort to a class of minds, and then I accused it 
of remoteness and sterility But so far as it affords such comfort. 
It surely is not sterile, it has that amount of value; it performs a 
concrete function As a good pragmatist, I myself ought to call 
the Absolute true “in so far forth,” then, and I unhesitatingly now 
do so 

But what does true in so Jar Jorth mean in this case^ To answer, 
we need only apply the pragmatic method What do believers in 
the Absolute mean by saying that their belief affords them comfort? 
They mean that since, in the Absolute finite evil is “overruled” 
already, we may, therefore, whenever we wish, treat the temporal 
as if It were potentially the eternal, be sure that we can trust its 
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outcome, and, without sin, dismiss our fear and drop the worry of 
our finite responsibility. In short, they mean that we have a right 
ever and anon to take a moral holiday, to let the world wag in its 
own way, feeling that its issues are in better hands than ours and 
are none of Our business. 

The universe is a system of which the individual members may 
relax their anxieties occasionally, in which the don’t-care mood 
is also right for men, and moral holidays in order — that, if I mistake 
not, IS part, at least, of what the Absolute is “known-as,” that is 
the great difference in our particular experiences which his being 
true makes, for us, that is his cash-value when he is pragmatically 
interpreted. Farther than that the ordinary lay-reader in philoso- 
phy who thinks favorably of absolute idealism does not venture to 
sharpen his conceptions He can use the Absolute for so much, and 
so much IS very precious He is pained at hearing you speak incredu- 
lously of the Absolute, therefore, and disregards your criticisms 
because they deal with aspects of the conception that he fails to 
follow. 

If the Absolute means this, and means no more than this, who 
can possibly deny the truth of it’ To deny it would be to insist ^ 
that men should never relax, and that holidays arc never in order. 

I am well aware how odd it must seem to some of you to hear 
me say that an idea is “true” so long as to believe it is profitable 
to our lives That it is good, for as much as it profits, you will gladly 
admit. If what we do by its aid is good, you will allow the idea 
Itself to be good in so far forth, for we are the better for possessing 
it But is it not a strange misuse of the word “truth,” you will say, 
to call ideas also “true” for this reason’ 

To answer this difficulty fully is impossible at this stage of my 
account You touch here upon the very central point of Messrs. 
Schiller’s, Dewey’s, and my own doctrine of truth, which I cannot 
discuss with detail until my sixth lecture. Let me now say only 
this, that truth is one species oj good, and not, as is usually supposed, 
a category distinct from good, and co-ordinate with it. The true is 
the name of whatever proves itself to be good in the way of belief, and good, 
too, for definite, assignable reasons. Surely you must admit this, that 
if there were no good for life in true ideas, or if the knowledge of 
them were positively disadvantageous and false ideas the only useful 
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ones, then the current notion that truth is divine and precious, and 
its pursuit a duty, could never have grown up or become a dogma 
In a world like that, our duty would be to shun truth, rather. But 
in this world, just as certain foods are not only agreeable to our 
taste, but good for our teeth, our stomach, and our tissues; so cer- 
tain ideas arc not only agreeable to think about, or agreeable as 
supporting other ideas that we are fond of, but they are also helpful 
in life’s practical struggles. If there be any life that it is really better 
we should lead, and if there be any idea which, if believed in, would 
help us to lead that life, then it would be really better for us to believe 
in that idea, unless, indeed, belief in it incidentally clashed with other 
greater vital benefits 

“What would be better for us to believe !” This sounds very like 
a definition of truth. It comes very near to saying “what we ought 
to believe”; and in that definition none of you would find any oddity 
Ought we ever not to lielieve what it is better for us to believe^ And 
can we then keep the notion of what is better for us, and what is 
true for us, permanently apart^ 

Pragmatism says no, and I fully agree with her Probably you 
also agree, so far as the abstract statement goes, but with a suspicion 
that if we practically did believe everything that made for good 
in our own piersonal lives, we should be found indulging all kinds of 
fancies about this world’s affans, and all kinds of ■’cntimental super- 
stitions about a woild luTcafter Your suspicion hcie is undoubt- 
edly well founded, and it is evident that something happens when 
you pass from the abstract to the concrete that complicates the 
situation. 

I said just now that what is better for us to believe is true unless 
the belief incidentally clashes with some other vital benefit Now in real 
life what vital benefits is any particular belief of ours most liable 
to clash with^ What indeed except the \ital benefits yielded by 
other beliefs when these prove incompatible with the first ones^ In 
other words, the greatest enemy of any one of our truths may be 
the rest of our truths. Truths have once for all this desperate 
instinct of self-preservation and of desire to extinguish whatever 
contradicts them My belief in the Absolute, based on the good 
it does me, must run the gauntlet of all my other beliefs Grant 
that it may be true in giving me a moral hohday. Nevertheless, 
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as I conceive it — and let me speak now confidentially, as it were, 
and merely in my own private person — it cleishes with other truths 
of mine whose benefits I hate to give up on its account. It happens 
to be associated with a kind of logic of which 1 am the enemy, I 
find that it entangles me in metaphysical paradoxes that are inao 
ceptable, etc., etc. But as I have enough trouble in life already 
without adding the trouble of carrying these intellectual inconsis* 
tencies, I personally just give up the Absolute. I just take my moral 
holidays; or else as a professional philosopher, I try to justify them 
by some other principle. 

If I could restrict my notion of the Absolute to its bare holiday- 
giving value, It wouldn’t clash with my other truths. But we cannot 
easily thus restrict our hypotheses They carry supernumerary 
features, and these it is that clash so. My disbelief in the Absolute 
means then disbelief in those other supernumerary features, for I 
fully believe in the legitimacy of taking moral holidays. 

You see by this what I meant when I called pragmatism a media- 
tor and reconciler and said, borrowing the word from Papim, that 
she “unstiffens” our theories. She has in fact no prejudices what- 
ever, no obstructive dogmas, no ri^d canons of what shall count 
as proof. She is completely gemal. She will entertain any hypoth- 
esis, she will consider any evidence It follows that in the religious 
field she is at a great advantage both over positivistic empiricism, 
with Its anti-thcological bias, and over religious rationalism, with 
its exclusive interest in the remote, the noble, the simple, and the 
abstract in the way of conception. 

In short, she widens the field of search for God Rationalism 
sticks to logic and the empyrean. Empiricism sticks to the external 
senses. Pragmatism is willing to take anything, to follow either 
logic or the senses and to count the humblest and most personal 
experiences She will count mystical experiences if they have prac- 
tical consequences She will take a God who lives in the very dirt 
of private fact — if that should seem a likely place to find him 

Her only test of probable truth is what works best in the way of 
leading us, what fits every part of life best and combines with the 
collectivity of experience’s demands, nothing being omitted. If 
theological ideas should do this, if the notion of God, in particular, 
should prove to do it, how could pragmatism possibly deny God’s 
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existence? She could see no meaning in treating as “not true” a 
notion that was pragmatically so successful. What other kind of 
truth could there be, for her, than all this agreement with concrete 
reality? 

In my last lecture I shall return again to the relations of pragma- 
tism with religion. But you see already how democratic she is. 
Her manners are as various and flexible, her resources as rich and 
endless, and her conclusions as friendly as those of mother nature. 
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When Clerk-Maxwell was a child it is written that he had a 
madia for having everything explained to him, and that when people 
put him off with vague verbal accounts of any phenomenon he 
would interrupt them impatiently by saying, “Yes; but I want you 
to tell me the particular go of it'” Had his question been about 
truth, only a pragmatist could have told him the particular go of 
it. I believe that our contemporary pragmatists, especially Messrs. 
Schiller and Dewey, have given the only tenable account of this 
subject. It is a very ticklish subject, sending subtle roodcts into all 
kinds of crannies, and hard to treat in the sketchy way that alone 
befits a public lecture. But the Schiller-Dewey view of truth has 
been so ferociously attacked by radonalistic philosophers, and so 
abominably misunderstood, that here, if anywhere, is the point 
where a clear and simple statement should be made 

I fully expect to see the pragmatist view of truth run through the 
classic stages of a theory’s career First, you know, a new theory is 
attacked as absurd, then it is admitted to be true, but obvious and 
insignificant, finally it is seen to be so important that its adversaries 
claim that they themselves discovered it. Our doctrine of truth is 
at present in the first of these three stages, with symptoms of the 
second stage having begun in certain quarters I wish that this 
lecture might help it beyond the first stage in the eyes of many of 
you 

Truth, as any dictionary will tell you, is a property of certain of 
our ideas It means their “agreement,” as falsity means their 
“disagreement,” with “reality.” Pragmatists and intellectualists 
both accept this definition as a matter of course They begin to 
quarrel only after the question is raised as to what may precisely 
be meant by the term “agreement,” and what by the term “reality,” 
when reality is taken as something for our ideas to agree with. 

^IPragmalism A New Name for Some Old Ways oj Thinking (Lecture VI) 
New York, 1907.] 
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In answering these questions the pragmatists are more analytic 
and painstaking, the intellectualists more offhand and irreffective 
The popular notion is that a true idea must copy its reality. Like 
other popular views, this one follows the analogy of the most usual 
experience. Our true ideas of sensible things do indeed copy them. 
Shut your eyes and think of yonder clock on the wall, and you get 
just such a true picture or copy of its dial. But your idea of its 
“works” (unless you are a clockmaker) is much less of a copy, yet 
it passes muster, for it in no way clashes with the reality. Even 
though it should shrink to the mere word “works,” that word still 
serves you truly; and when you speak of the “time-keeping func- 
tion” of the clock, or of its spring’s “elasticity,” it is hard to see 
exactly what your ideas can copy 
You perceive that there is a problem here. Where our ideas 
cannot copy definitely their object, what does agreement with that 
object mcan^ Some idealists seem to say that they are true when- 
ever they are what God means that we ought to think about that 
subject Others hold the copy-view all through, and speak as if our 
ideas possessed truth just in proportion as they approach to being 
copies of the Absolute’s eternal way of thinking. 

These views, you see, invite pragmatistic discussion. But the 
great assumption of the intellectualists is that truth means essen- 
tially an inert static relation When you’ve got your true idea of 
anything, there’s an end of the matter You’re in possession; you 
know; you have fulfilled your thinking destiny You are where you 
ought to be mentally; you have obeyed your categorical impera- 
tive, and nothing more need follow on that climax of your rational 
destiny. Epistemologically you are m stable equilibrium 

Pragmatism, on the other hand, asks its usual question “Grant 
an idea or belief to be true,” it says, “what concrete difference will 
its being true make in any one’s actual life^ How will the truth be 
realized? What experiences will be different from those which would 
obtain if the belief were false? What, m short, is the truth’s cash- 
value in experiential terms?” 

, The moment pragmatism asks this question, it sees the answer' 
True ideas are those that we can assimilate, validate, corroborate and verijy. 
False ideas are those that we cannot. That is the practical difference 
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it makes to us to have true ideas; that, therefore, is the meaning of 
truth, for it is all that truth is known>as. 

This thesis is what I have to defend. The truth of an idea is not 
a stagnant property inherent in it Truth happens to an idea. It 
becomes true, is made true by events. Its verity is in fact an event, a 
process: the process namely of its verifying itself, its wcri-ficahon. 
Its validity is the process of its valid-ahon. 

But what do the words verification and validation themselves 
pragmatically mean'’ They again signify certain practical conse- 
quences of the verified and validated idea. It is hard to find any 
one phrase that characterizes these consequences better than the 
ordinary agreement-formula — just such consequences being what 
we have in mind whenever we say that our ideas “agree” with real- 
ity. They lead us, namely, through the acts and other ideas which 
they instigate, into or up to, or towards, other parts of experience 
with which we feel all the while — such feeling being among our 
potentialities — that the original ideas remain in agreement. Tl»e 
connexions and transitions come to us from point to point as being 
progressive, harmonious, satisfactory. This function of agreeable 
leading is what we mean by an idea’s verification. Such an account 
is vague and it sounds at first quite trivial, but it has results which 
It will take the rest of my hour to explain. 

Let me begin by reminding you of the fact that the possession of 
true thoughts means everywhere the possession of invaluable instru- 
ments of action; and that our duty to gain truth, so far from being 
a blank command from out of the blue, or a “stunt” self-imposed 
by our intellect, can account for itself by excellent practical reasons. 

The importance to human life of having' true beliefs about mat- 
ters of fact is a thing too notorious. We live in a world of realities 
that can be infinitely useful or infinitely harmful. Ideas that tell 
us which of them to expect count as the true ideas in all this primary 
sphere of verification, and the pursuit of such ideas is a primary 
human duty. The possession of truth, so far from being here an 
end in itself, is only a preliminary means towards other vital sati^ 
factions If I am lost in the woods and starved, and find what looks 
like a cow-path, it is of the utmost importance that I should think 
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of a human habitation at the end of it, for if I do so and follow it, 
I save myself. The true thought is useful here because the house 
which is its object is useful The practical value of true ideas is 
thus primarily derived from the practical importance of their objects 
to us Their objects are, indeed, not important at all times I may 
on another occasion have no use for the house; and then my idea of 
it, however verifiable, will be practically irrelevant, and had better 
remain latent. Yet since almost any object may some day become 
temporarily important, the advantage of having a general stock of 
extra truths, of ideas that shall be true of merely possible situations, 
is obvious We store such extra truths away in our memories, and 
with the overflow we fill our books of reference Whenever such 
an extra truth becomes practically relevant to one of our emergen- 
cies, it passes from cold-storage to do work in the world and our 
belief in it grows active You can say of it then either that “it is 
useful because it is true" or that “it is true because it is useful ” 
Both these phrases mean exactly the same thing, namely that here 
is an idea that gets fulfilled and can be verified True is the name 
for whatever idea starts tlio verification-process, useful is the name 
for Its completed function in experience True ideas would never 
have been singled out as such, would never have acquired a class- 
name, least of all a name suggesting value, unless they had been 
useful from the outset in this way 

From this simple cue pragmatism gets her general notion of truth 
as something essentially bound up with the way in which one 
moment in our experience may lead us towards other moments 
which It will be worth while to have been led to. Pnmarily, and 
on the common-sense level, the truth of a state of mind means this 
function of a leading that ts worth while When a moment in our exper- 
ience, of any kind whatever, inspires us with a thought that is true, 
that means that sooner or later we dip by that thought’s guidance 
into the particulais of experience again and make advantageous 
connexion with them This is a vague enough statement, but I 
beg you to retain it, for it is essential 


Our experience meanwhile is all shot through with regularities 
One bit of it can warn us to get ready for another bit, can “intend” 
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or be “significant oP’ that remoter object. The object’s advent is 
the significance’s verification Truth, in these cases, meaning noth- 
ing but eventual verification, is manifestly incompatible with way- 
wardness on our part. Woe to him whose beliefs play fast and loose 
with the order which realities follow in his experience; they will 
lead him nowhere or else make false connexions. 

By “realities” or “objects” here, we mean either things of com- 
mon sense, sensibly present, or else common-sense relations, such 
as dates, places, distances, kinds, activities Following our mental 
image of a house along the cow-path, we actually come to see the 
house; we get the image’s full verification. Such stmply and fully veri- 
fied leadings are certainly the originals and prototypes of the truth-process. 
Experience offers indeed other forms of truth-process, but they are 
all conceivable as being primary verifications arrested, multiplied 
or substituted one for another 

Take, for instance, yonder object on the wall You and I consider 
It to be a “clock,” altho no one of us has seen the hidden works 
that make it one We let our notion pass for true without attempt- 
ing to verify If truths mean verification-process essentially, ought 
we then to call such unverified truths as this abortive’’ No, for they 
form the overwhelmingly large number of the truths we live by 
Indirect as well as direct verifications pass muster Where circum- 
stantial evidence is sufficient, we can go without eye-witnessing. 
Just as we here assume Japan to exist without ever having been there, 
because it works to do so, everything we know conspiring with the 
belief, and nothing interfering, so we assume that thing to be a 
clock We use it as a clock, regulating the length of our lecture by 
It The verification of the assumption here means its leading to no 
frustration or contradiction. Verifiability of wheels and weights 
and pendulum is as good as verification. For one truth-process 
completed there are a million in our lives that funcUon in this state 
of nascency They turn us towards direct verification; lead us into 
the surroundings of the objects they envisage, and then, if every- 
thing runs on harmoniously, we are so sure that verification b 
possible that we omit it, and are usually justified by all that 
happens. 

Truth lives, in fact, for the most part on a credit system. Our 
thoughts and beliefs “pass,” so long as nothing challenges them, 
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just as bank-notes pass so long as nobody refuses them. But this 
all points to direct face-to-face verifications somewhere, without 
which the fabric of truth collapses like a financial system with no 
cash-basis whatever. You accept my verification of one thing, I 
\ yours of another. We trade on each other’s truth. But beliefs 
verified concretely by somebody are the posts of the whole super- 
structure. 

Another great reason — beside economy of time — for waiving 
complete verification in the usual business of life is that all things 
exist in kinds and not singly Our world is found once for all to 
have that peculiarity. So that when we have once directly verified 
our ideas about one specimen of a kind, we consider ourselves free 
1 to apply them to other specimens without verification. A mind 
that habitually discerns the kind of thing before it, and acts by the 
law of the kind immediately, without pausing to verify, will be a 
“true” mind in ninety-nine out of a hundred emergencies, proved 
so by its conduct fitting everything it meets, and getting no 
refutation 

Indirectly or only potentially verifying processes may thus he true as well 
as full vet ification-processes. They work as true processes would work, 
give us the same advantages, and claim our recognition for the 
same reasons. All this on the common-sense level of matters of fact, 
which we are alone considering. 


But matters of fact are not our only stock in trade Relations 
among purely mental^ ideas form another sphere where true and false 
beliefs obtain, and here the beliefs are absolute, or unconditional. 
When they are true they bear the name either of definitions or of 
principles. It is either a principle or a definition that 1 and 1 make 
2, that 2 and 1 make 3, and so on; that white differs less from gray 
than it does from black; that when the cause begins to act the efiect 
also commences Such proposidons hold of all possible “ones,” 
of all conceivable “whites” and “grays” and “causes.” The objects 
here are mental objects Their relations are perceptually obvious 
at a glance, and no sense-verification is necessary Moreover, once 
true, always true, of those same mental objects Truth here has an 
“eternal” character. If you can find a concrete thing anywhere 
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that is “one” or “white” or “gray” or an “eflFect,” then your prin- 
ciples will everlastingly apply to it. It is but a case of ascertaining 
the kind, and then applying the law of its kind to the particular 
object. You are sure to get truth if you can but name the kind 
rightly, for your mental relations hold good of everything of that 
kind without exception If you then, nevertheless, failed to g(it truth 
concretely, you would say that you had classed your real objects 
wrongly. 

In this realm of mental relations, truth again is an affair of lead- 
ing We relate one abstract idea with another, framing in the end 
great systems of logical and mathematical truth, under the respec- 
tive terms of which the sensible facts of experience eventually arrange 
themselves, so that our eternal truths hold good of realities also. 
This marriage of fact and theory is endlessly fertile. What we say 
IS here already true in advance of special verification, if we have 
subsumed our objects rightly. Our ready-made ideal framework for 
all sorts of possible objects follows from the very structure of our 
thinking We can no more play fast and loose with these abstract 
relations than we can do so with our sense-experiences. They coerce 
us; we must treat them consistently, whether or not we like the 
results. The rules of addition apply to our debts as rigorously as 
to our assets The hundicdth decimal of v, the ratio of the circum- 
ference to its diameter, is predetermined ideally now, tho no one 
may have computed it If we should ever need the figure in our 
dealings with an actual circle we should need to have it given rightly, 
calculated by the usual rules, for it is the same kind of truth that 
those rules elsewhere calculate. 

Between the coercions of the sensible order and those of the ideal 
order, our mind is thus wedged tighdy. Our ideas must agree with 
realities, be such lealities concrete or abstract, be they facts or be 
they principles, under penalty of endless inconsistency and frustra- 
tion. 

So far, intellectualists can raise no protest. They can only say 
that we have barely touched the skin of the matter. 

L Realities mean, then, either concrete facts, or abstract kinds of 
ing and relations perceived intuitively between them. They 
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furthermore and thirdly mean, as things that new ideas of outs 
must no less take account of, the whole body of other truths already 
in our possession. But what now does “agreement” with such three- 
fold realities mean? — to use again the definition that is current 

Here it is that pragmatism and intellectualism begin to part 
company Primarily, no doubt, to agree means to copy, but we 
saw that the mere word “clock” would do instead of a mental pic- 
ture of its works, and that of many realities our ideas can only be 
symbols and not copies “Past time,” “power,” “spontaneity” — 
how can our mind copy such realities^ 

To “agree” in the widest sense with a reality can only mean to be 
guided either straight up to it or into its surroundings, or to be put into such 
working touch with it as to handle either it or something connected with it 
better than if we disagreed Better either intellectually or practically' 
And often agreement will only mean the negative fact that nothing 
contradictory from the quarter of that reality comes to interfere 
with the way in which our idezis guide us elsewhere To copy a 
reality is, indeed, one very important way of agreeing with it, but 
it is far from being essential. The essential thing is the process of 
being guided Any idea that helps us to deal, whether practically 
or intellectually, with either the reality or its belongings, that 
doesn’t entangle our progress in frustration, s, that fits, in fact, and 
adapts our life to the reality’s whole setting, will agree sufficiently 
to meet the requirement It will hold true of that reality. 

Thus, names arc just as “true” or “false” as definite mental pic- 
tures are. They set up similar verification-processes, and lead to 
fully equivalent practical results 

All human thinking gets discursified, we exchange ideas; we lend 
and borrow verifications, get them from one another by means of 
social intercourse All truth thus gets verbally built out, stored up, 
and made available for every one Hence, we must talk consis- 
tently just as we must think consistently for both in talk and thought 
we deal with kinds Names are arbitrary, but once understood 
they must be kept to We mustn’t now call Abel “Cain” or Gain 
“Abel ” If we do, we ungear ourselves from th| whole book of 
Genesis, and from all its connexions with the universe of speech 
and fact down to the present time We throw ourselves out of what- 
ever truth that entire system of speech and fact may embody. 
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The overwhelming majority of our true ideas admit of no direct 
or face-to-face verification — those of past history, for example, 
as of Cain and Abel The stream of time can be remounted only 
verbally, or verified indirectly by the present prolongations or effects 
of what the past harbored Yet if they agree with these verbalitics 
and effects, we can know that our ideas of the past are true As true 
as past time itself was, so true was Julius Caesar, so true were ante- 
diluvian monsters all in their proper dates and settings. That past 
time itself was, is guaranteed by its coherence with everything that’s 
present True as the present is, the past was also. 

Agreement thus turns out to be essentially an affair of leading — 
leading that is useful because it is into quarters that contain objects 
that are important True ideas lead us into useful verbal and con- 
ceptual quarters as well as dirccriy up to useful sensible termini 
They lead to consistency, stability and flowing human intercourse. 
They lead away from excentricity and isolation, from foiled and 
barren thinking The untrammelled flowing of the leading-process. 
Its general freedom from clash and contradiction, passes for its 
indirect verification, but all roads lead to Rome, and in the end 
and eventually, all true processes must lead to the face of directly 
verifying sensible experiences somewhere, which somebody’s ideas 
have copied. 

Such IS the large loose way in which the pragmatist interprets 
the word agreement He treats it altogether practically He lets 
it cover any process of conduction from a present idea to a future 
terminus, provided only it run prosperously. It b only thus that 
“scientific” ideas, flying as they do beyond common sense, can be 
said to agree with their realities. It is, as I have already said, as tf 
reality were made of ether, atoms or electrons, but we mustn’t 
think so literally. The term “energy” doesn’t even pretend to stand 
for anything “objective ” It is only a way of measuring the surface 
of phenomena so as to string their changes on a simple formula 

Yet in the choice of these man-made formulas we cannot be 
capricious with impunity any more than we can be capricious on 
the common-sense practical level We must find a theory that will 
work; and that means something extremely difficult, for our theory 
must mediate between all previous truths and certain new experi- 
ences. It must derange common sense and previous belief as little 
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as possible, and it must lead to some sensible terminus or other 
that can be verified exactly. To “work” means both these things, 
and the squeeze is so tight that there is little loose play for any 
hypothesis. Our theories are wedged and controlled as nothing 
else is. Yet sometimes alternative theoreUc formulas are equally 
compatible with all the truths we know, and then we choose between 
them for subjective reasons. We choose the kind of theory to which 
we are already partial; we follow “elegance” or “economy.” Clerk- 
Maxwell somewhere says it would be “poor scientific taste” to choose 
the more complicated of two equally well-evidenced conceptions; and 
you will all agree with him. Truth in science is what gives us the 
maximum possible sum of satisfactions, taste included, but con- 
sistency both with previous truth and with novel fact is always the 
most imperious claimant 


I have led you through a very sandy desert But now, if I may be 
allowed so vulgar an expression, we begin to taste the milk in the 
cocoanut. Our rationalist critics here discharge their batteries 
upon us, and to reply to them will take us out from all this dryness 
into full sight of a momentous philosophical alternative. 

Our account of truth is an account of truths in the plural, of 
processes of leading, realized in rebus, and having only this quality 
in common, that they pajr They pay by guiding us into or towards 
some part of a system that dips at numerous points into sense- 
percepts, which we may copy mentally or not, but with which at 
any rate we are now in the kind of commerce vaguely designated 
as verification. Truth for us is simply a collective name for verifi- 
cation-processes, just as health, wealth, strength, etc., are names 
for other processes connected with life, and also pursued because 
it pays to pursue them. Truth is made, just as health, wealth and 
strength are made, in the course of experience. 

Here rationalism is instantaneously up in arms against us. I can 
imagine a rationalist to talk as follows* 

“Truth is not made,” he vrill say; “it absolutely obtains, being 
a unique relation that does not wait upon any process, but shoots 
straight over the head of experience, and hits its reality every time. 
Our belief that yon thing on the wall is a clock is true already, altho 
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no one in the whole history of the world should verify it The bare 
quality of standing in that transcendent relation is what makes any 
thought true that possesses it, whether or not there be verification. 
You pragmatists put the cart before the horse in making truth’s 
being reside m verification-processes. These are merely signs of its 
being, merely our lame ways of ascertaining after the fact, which 
of our ideas already ha.s possessed the wondrous quality The qual- 
ity itself IS timeless, like all essences and natures Thoughts partake 
of It directly, as they partake of falsity or of irrelevancy It can’t 
be analyzed away into pragmatic consequences ” 

The whole plausibility of this rationalist tirade is due to the fact 
to which we have already paid so much attention. In our world, 
namely, abounding as it does in things of similar kinds and similarly 
associated, one verification serves for others of its kind, and one 
great use of knowing things is to be led not so much to them as |o 
their associates, especially to human talk about them The quality 
of truth, obtaining ante rem, pragmatically means, then, the fact 
that in such a world innumerable ideas work better by their indirect 
or possible than by their direct and actual verification Truth ante 
rem means only verifiability, then, or else it is a case of the stock 
rationalist trick of treating the name of a concrete phenomenal reality 
as an independent prior entity, and placing it behind the reality as 
Its explanation. Professor Mach quotes somewhere an epigram of 
Lessing’s 

Sagt Hanschen Schlau zu Vetter Fritz, 

“Wie kommt es, Vetter Fntzen, 

Dass grad’ die Rcichsten in der Welt 
Das meiste Geld bcsitzcn^” 

Hanschep Schlau here treats the principle “wealth” as something 
distinct from the facts denoted by the man’s being rich It antedates 
them; the facts become only a sort of secondary coincidence with 
the rich man’s essential nature. 

In the ease of “wealth” we all see the fallaey. We know that 
wealth is but a name for concrete processes that certain men’s 
lives play a part in, and not a natural excellence found in Messrs. 
Rockefeller and Carnegie, but not in the rest of us 

Like wealth, “health” also lives m rebus. It is a name for processes, 
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as digestion, circulation, sleep, etc , that go on happily, tho in this 
instance we are more inclined to think of it as a principle and to say 
the man digests and sleeps so well because he is so healthy. 

With “strength” we are, I think, more rationalistic still, and 
decidedly inclined to treat it as an excellence pre-existing in the 
man and explanatory of the herculean performances of his muscles 

With “truth” most people go oVer the border entirely, and treat 
the rationalistic account as self-evident. But really all these words 
in th are exactly similar Truth exists ante rem just as much and as 
little as the other things do 

The scholastics, following Aristotle, made much of the distinction 
between habit and act Health in actu means, among other things, 
good sleeping and digesting But a healthy man need not always be 
sleeping, or always digesting, any more than a wealthy man need 
lie always handling money, or a strong man always lifting weights 
All such qualities sink to the status of “habits” between their times 
of exercise, and similarly truth becomes a habit of certain of oui 
ideas and beliefs in their intervals of rest from their verifying activi- 
ties But those activities arc the root of the whole matter, and the 
condition of there lieing any habit to exist in the intervals 

“ The true," to put it very briefly, is only the expedient in the way of our 
thinking, just as "the right” is only the expedient in the way of our behaiing 
Expedient m almost any fashion, and expedient in the long run and 
on the whole of course, for what meets expediently all the experi- 
ence in sight won’t necessarily meet all further experiences equally 
satisfactorily Experience, as we know, has ways of boiling over, and 
making us correct our present formulas 

The “absolutely” true, meaning what no further experience will 
ever alter, is that ideal vanishing-point towards which we imagine 
that idl our temporary truths will some day converge It runs on 
all fours with the perfectly wise man, and with the absolutely com- 
plete experience, and, if these ideals are ever realized, they will all 
be realized together Meanwhile we have to live today by what 
truth we can get today, and be ready tomorrow to call it falsehood 
Ptolemaic astronomy. Euclidean space, Aristotelian logic. Scholastic 
metaphysics, were expiedient for centuries, but human experience 
has boiled over those limits, and we now call these things only 
relatively true, or true within those borders of experience, “Abso- 
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lately” they are false; for we know that those limits were casual, 
and might have been transcended by past theorists just as they are 
by present thinkers 

When new experiences lead to retrospective judgments, using 
the past tense, what these judgments utter was true, even tho no 
past thinker had been led there We live forwards, a Danish thinker 
has said, but we understand backwards The present sheds a back* 
ward light on the world’s previous processes They may have been 
truth-processes for the actors in them They are not so for one who 
knows the later revelations of the story. 

This regulative notion of a potential better truth to be established 
later, possibly to be established some day absolutely, and having 
powers of retroactive legislation, turns its face, like all pragmatist 
notions, towards concreteness of fact, and towards the future. Like 
the half-truths, the absolute truth will have to be made, made as a 
relation incidental to the growth of a mass of verification-experience, 
to which the half-true ideas are all along contributing their quota. 

I have already insisted on the fact that truth is made largely out 
of previous truths Men’s beliefs at any time are so much experi- 
ence funded But the beliefs are themselves parts of the sum total 
of the world’s experience, and become matter, therefore, for the 
next day’s funding operations So far as reality means experience- 
able reality, both it and the truths men gam about it arc everlast- 
ingly in process of mutation — mutation towards a definite goal, 
It may be — but still mutation 

Mathematicians can solve problems with two variables. On the 
Newtonian theory, for instance, acceleration varies with distance, 
but distance also vanes with acceleration In the realm of truth- 
processes facts come independently and determine our beliefs pro- 
visionally But these beliefs make us act, and as fast as they do so, 
they bring into sight or into existence new facts which re-determine 
the Ijeliefs accordingly So the whole coil and ball of truth, as it 
rolls up, IS the product of a double influence Truths emerge from 
facts, but they dip forward into facts again and add to them, which 
facts again create or reveal new truth (the word is indifferent) and 
so on indefinitely The “facts” themselves meanwhile are not true 
They simply are Truth is the function of the beliefs that start and 
terminate among them. 
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The case is like a snowball’s growth, due as it is to the distribu* 
tion of the snow on the one hand, and to the successive pushes of 
the boys on the other, with these factors co-determining each other 
incessantly. 


The most fateful point of difference between being a rationalist 
and being a pragmatist is now fully in sight. Experience is in muta- 
tion, and our psychological ascertainments of truth are in mutation 
— so much rationalism wiU allow; but never that either reality 
Itself or truth itself is mutable. Reality stands complete and ready- 
made from ail eternity, rationalism insists, and the agreement of 
our ideas with it is that unique unanalyzable virtue in them of 
which she has already told us. As that intrinsic excellence, their 
truth has nothing to do with our experiences. It adds nothing to 
the content of experience. It makes no difference to reality itself, 
It IS supervenient, inert, static, a reflexion merely It doesn’t exist, 
it holds or obtains, it belongs to another dimension from that of 
either facts or fact-relations, belongs, in short, to the epistemolog- 
ical dimension — and with that big word rationalism closes the 
discussion. 

Thus, just as pragmatism faces forward to the future, so does 
rationalism here again face backward to a past eternity. True to 
her inveterate habit, rationalism reverts to “principles,” and thinks 
that when an abstraction once is named, we own an oracular 
solution 

The tremendous pregnancy in the way of consequences for life 
of this radical difference of outlook will only become apparent in 
my later lectures. I wish meanwhile to close this lecture by showing 
that rationalism’s sublimity does not save it from inanity 

When, namely, you ask rationalists, instead of accusing pragma- 
tism of desecrating the notion of truth, to define it themselves by 
saying exaedy what they understand by it, the only positive attempts 
I can think of are these two’ 

1. “Truth is the system of propositions which have an uncondi- 
tional claim to be recognized as valid.”® 

'A £ Tailor, Philosophical ReoUw, vol ziv, p 288 
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2. “Truth is a name for all those judgments which we find our- 
selves under obligation to make by a kind of imperative duty.”* 
The first thing that strikes one in such definitions is their unutter- 
able triviality. They arc absolutely true, of course, but absolutely 
insignificant until you handle them pragmatically. What do you 
mean by “claim” here, and what do you mean by “duty”? As 
summary names for the concrete reasons why thinking in true ways 
is overwhelmingly expedient and good for mortal men, it is all 
right to talk of claims on reality’s part to be agreed with, and of 
obligations on our part to agree We feel both the claims and the 
obligations, and we feel them for just those reasons. 

But the rationalists who talk of claim and obligation expressly 
say that they have nothing to do with our pr actual interests or personal rea- 
sons. Our reasons for agreeing are psychological facts, they say, 
relative to each thinker, and to the accidents of his life They are 
his evidence merely, they are no part of the life of truth itself That 
life transacts itself in a purely logical or epistemological, as dis- 
tinguished from a psychological, dimension, and its claims ante- 
date and exceed all personal motivations whatsoever. Tho neither 
man nor God should ever ascertain truth, the word would still have 
to be defined as that which ought to be ascertained and recognized 
There never was a more exquisite example of an idea abstracted 
from the concretes of experience and then used to oppose and 
negate what it was abstracted from. 

Philosophy and common life abound in similar instances. The 
“sentimentalist fallacy” is to shed tears over abstract justice and 
generosity, beauty, etc , and never to know these qualities when 
you meet them in the street, because the circumstances make them 
vulgar Thus I read in the privately printed biography of an emi- 
nently rationalistic mind “It was strange that with such admiration 
for beauty in the abstract, my brother had no enthusiasm for fine 
architcctuie, for beautiful painting, or for flowers ” And in almost 
the last philosophic work I have read, I find such passages as the 
following: “Justice is ideal, solely ideal Reason conceives that it 
ought to exist, but experience shows that it cannot. . . Truth, 

’H Rickert, Der Gegenstand ier Erkenntnis, chapter on “Die Urteilsnolwen- 
digkeit ” 
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which ought to be, cannot be. . . Reason is deformed by experi- 
ence. As soon as reason enters experience it becomes contrary to 
reason ” 

The rationalist’s fallacy here is exactly like the sentimentalist’s 
Both extract a quality from the muddy particulars of experience, 
and find it so pure when extracted that they contrast it with each 
and all its muday instances as an opposite and higher nature. All 
the while it is their nature It is the nature of truths to be validated, 
verified It pays for our ideas to be validated Our obligation to 
seek truth is part of our general obligation to do what pays. The 
payments true ideas bring are the sole why of our duty to follow 
them. Identical whys exist in the case of wealth and health 

Truth makes no other kind of claim and imposes no other kind 
of ought than health and wealth do All these claims are condi- 
tional; the concrete benefits we gain are what we mean by calling 
the pursuit a duty In the case of truth, untrue beliefs work as 
perniciously in the long run as true beliefs work beneficially. Talk- 
ing abstractly, the quality “true” may thus be said to grow absolutely 
precious and the quality “untrue” absolutely damnable the one 
may be called good, the other bad, unconditionally We ought to 
think the true, we ought to shun the false, imperatively 

But if we treat all this abstraction literally and oppose it to its 
mother soil in experience, see what a preposterous position we work 
ourselves into 

We cannot then take a step forw'ard m our actual thinking 
When shall I acknowledge this truth and when that’ Shall the 
acknowledgment be loud’ — or silent’ If sometimes loud, some- 
times silent, which 'noie’ When may a truth go into cold-storage 
in the encyclopedia’ and when shall it come out for battle’ Must 
I constantly be repeating the truth “twice two are four” because 
of its eternal claim on recognition’ or is it sometimes irrelevant’ 
Must my thoughts dwell night and day on my personal sins and 
blemishes, because I truly have them’ — or may I sink and ignore 
them in order to be a decent social unit, and not a mass of morbid 
melancholy and apology’ 

It is quite evident that our obligation to acknowledge truth, so 
far from being unconditional, is tremendously conditioned Truth 
with a big T, and in the singular, claims abstractly to be recog- 
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nized, of course; but concrete truths in the plural need be recognized 
only when their recognition is expedient. A truth must always be 
preferred to a falsehood when both relate to the situation; but when 
neither does, truth is as little of a duty as falsehood. If you ask me 
what o’clock it is and I tell you that I live at 95 Irving Street, my 
answer may indeed be true, but you don’t see why it is my duty to 
give it A false address would be as much to the purpose 

With this admission that there are conditions that limit the appli- 
cation of the abstract imperative, the pragmahstic treatment of truth 
sweeps back upon us in its fulness Our duty to agree with reality is 
seen to be grounded in a perfect jungle of concrete expediencies. 

When Berkeley had explained what people meant by matter, 
people thought that he denied matter’s existence. When Messrs, 
Schiller and Dewey now explain what people mean by truth, they 
are accused of denying its existence These pragmatists destroy all 
objective standards, critics say, and put foolishness and wisdom 
on one level. A favorite formula for describing Mr Schiller’s doc- 
trines and mine is that we are persons who think that by saying 
whatever you find it pleasant to say and calling it truth you fulfil 
every pragmatistic requirement. 

I leave it to you to judge whether this be not an impudent slander. 
Pent in, as the pragmatist more than any one else sees himself to be, 
between the whole body of fiinded truths squeezed from the past 
and the coercions of the world of sense about him, who so well as he 
feels the immense pressure of objective control under which our 
minds perform their operations^ If any one imagines that this law 
IS lax, let him keep its commandment one day, says Emerson We 
have heard much of late of the uses of the imagination in science. 
It is high time to urge the use of a little imagination in philosophy. 
The unwillingness of some of our critics to read any but the silliest 
of possible meanings into our statements is as discreditable to their 
imaginations as anything I know in recent philosophic history. 
Schiller says the true is that which “works.” Thereupon he is 
treated as one who limits verification to the lowest material utilities. 
Dewey says truth is what gives “satisfaction ” He is treated as one 
who believes in caUing everything true which, if it were true, would 
be pleasant. 

Our critics certainly need more imagination of realities. I have 
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honestly tried to stretch my own imagination and to read the best 
possible meaning into the rationalist conception, but I have to con- 
fess that it still completely baffles me. The notion of a reality callmg 
on us to “agree” with it, and that for no reasons, but simply because 
its claim is “unconditional” or “transcendent,” is one that I can 
make neither head nor tail of. I try to imagine myself as the sole 
reality in the world, and then to imagine what more I would 
“claim” if I were allowed to. If you suggest the possibility of my 
claiming that a mind should come into being from out of the void 
inane and stand and copy me, I can indeed imagine what the copy- 
ing might mean, but I can conjure up no motive. What good it 
would do me to be copied, or what good it would do that mind to 
copy me, if further consequences are expressly and in principle 
ruled out as motives for the claim (as they are by our rationalist 
adthorities) I cannot fathom When the Irishman’s admirers ran 
him along to the place of banquet in a sedan chair with no bottom, 
he said, “Faith, if it wasn’t for the honor of the thing, I might as 
well have come on foot ” So here but for the honor of the thing, 
I might as well have remained uncopied Copying is one genuine 
mode of knowing (which for some strange reason our contemporary 
transcendentalists seem to be tumbling over each other to repudiate); 
but when we get beyond copying, and fall back on unnamed forms 
of agreeing that are expressly demed to be either copyings or lead- 
ings or fittings, or any other processes pragmatically definable, the 
what of the “agreement” claimed becomes as unintelligible as the 
why of It. Neither content nor motive can be imagined for it. It 
is an absolutely meaningless abstraction.* 

Surely in this field of truth it is the pragmatists and not the 
rationalists who are the more genuine defenders of the universe’s 
rationality 

*I am not forgetting that Professor Rickert long ago gave up the whole notion 
of truth being founded on agreement with reahty Reahty according to him, is 
whatever agrees with truth, and truth is founded solely on our primal duty. This 
fantasUc flight, together with Mr Joachim’s candid confession of failure in his 
book The Nature of Truth, seems to me to mark the bankruptcy of rationahsm when 
deahng with this subject Rickert deals with part of the pragmatisbc position under 
the head of what he calls “Relativismus ’’ I cannot discuss his text here Suffice 
it to say that his argumentation in that chapter is so feeble as to seem almost 
incredible m so generally able a writer. 




